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Abstract
In this thesis, I explore the way that Pākehā (settler) identity can act as a barrier to,
or alternatively, as motivation for, engaging with colonialism and decolonisation in
Aotearoa New Zealand. I also discuss Pākehā conscientisation, and how Pākehā can
continue to hold ourselves accountable on this non-linear journey.
I construct a composite epistemology drawing from interpretivism with an explic-
itly structural element, critical feminism and action research with a Baradian twist.
This is used to explore the journeys of seven participants grappling with being Pākehā,
discovering their complicity in colonial structures and practices, and imagining differ-
ent ways of being and decolonised futures. I search for their edges of comfort, and at
times, our conversations enable an evaluation of previously uninterrogated positions.
As a Pākehā researcher, studying other Pākehā, while trying not to re-entrench
colonial structures, I am conscious of the need to try to engage ethically in this topic
alongside my participants as we work on ourselves and each other. The Baradian ac-
tion research element imagines participants as accomplices in a broader project of
understanding our complicity in colonialism and disrupting our own Pākehā defen-
siveness. This approach accounts for the inevitability that our encounters facilitate
change, in both the researcher and the participants, through involvement in the thesis.
I draw heavily on literature across the themes of whiteness, white fragility, settler
colonialism, Pākehā identity, ignorance, uncertainty, discomfort and ethical engage-
ment. I find that there is a high degree of alignment between the theory and the experi-
ences of my participants. This holds both in terms of the problem space they recognise
in Aotearoa, and the way they navigate complicity, seek to make space, catch ongoing
colonial processes in their own ways of being and reach toward uncertain futures.
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1. Introduction
In November 2016, I was approaching the end of my first year studying Politics as an
adult student. I was living in Germany and working while my children slept. My last
reading for the year was Mohanty and Martin: ‘What’s Home Got to Do with It?’ (Mo-
hanty, 2003, Chapter 3). I had spent eight years living away from Aotearoa1 and had
developed a strong sense of national pride, common to the Kiwi expat experience. Read-
ing this chapter was like being hit by a truth-train. My pride had been predicated on
privilege, colonialism, and ignorance. How could I continue to hold both that sense of
pride and the growing discomfort of realising my complicity in colonial structures and
injustice? That crisis has solidified into an ongoing struggle with my identity as Pākehā2
on these islands. I love Aotearoa but am keenly aware of my privilege, even in being able
to feel that love. Is it possible to decolonise our country and to grapple honestly with an
identity that is descendent of settler colonists?
1.1 Purpose
This thesis explores the ways Pākehā identity acts as a barrier to, or alternatively, as
motivation for, engaging with colonialism and decolonisation, and how we3 Pākehā
can hold ourselves accountable on that journey. This has involved delving into the
literature of whiteness, settler colonialism and Pākehā identity, together with explor-
ing the journeys of seven participants grappling with being Pākehā. The motivation
behind this research is normative, and stems from my need to unearth the ways my
1When naming the country, I use ‘Aotearoa’. In adjective form, I use ‘New Zealand’, for example, ‘New Zealand
identity’. Finally, for citizens, I use ‘New Zealander’. I have left quotations verbatim.
2Throughout this thesis is the occasional use of Māori language. The first time a word appears, I provide a
translation. Where it originates from academic literature, I use the author’s translation. Where it comes from my
participants, I use a definition from a resource such as https://maoridictionary.co.nz where possible. Key words I
am using, and their meanings are: Māori: indigenous people of Aotearoa.
Pākehā: New Zealander of European descent, first generation upwards.
Tauiwi: non-Māori (not specifically Pākehā) New Zealanders.
Pākehātanga: the -tanga suffix denotes the quality derived from the base noun (-tanga, n.d.).
These words are more complicated than this and have complex histories (Marcetic, 2018), but these definitions
are sufficient for the purpose of this thesis. I have not modified quotations from other authors, so where Pākehā
appears without a macron, for example, this is to be faithful to the original text, although I insert [sic]. Finally, I
had originally used ‘Pākehāness’ in this thesis and was made aware during editing that as it is an anglicisation of a
Māori word, ‘Pākehātanga’ would be a better choice. In the interests of honesty, I have left ‘Pākehāness’ where it is
a quote from either myself or a participant during an interview.
3I am deliberately using ‘we’ (and ‘our’) to indicate my own membership in the group identity of Pākehā.
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own Pākehā identity is entangled with my complicity in colonial processes, in order to
then help dismantle them. This explains the conscious decision to follow an epistemo-
logical practice4 of explicitly positioning, and interweaving myself through the thesis,
both in language5, and substance. This, alongside my research choice to explore what
Pākehā think about them-/ourselves, sits in tension with an urgent need to decentre
white voices and avoid white narcissism. I explore this in detail in my Ethics section.
1.2 Research objectives
This project conceives of its participants as accomplices, and the process of interview-
ing them as the co-creation of knowledge6. Words such as ‘explore’ and ‘discuss’ are
therefore central to the research objectives, which are:
1. Explore the relationship between participants’ construction of their Pākehā iden-
tity and of their national identity, and to what extent they draw a separation be-
tween the two.
2. Explore in what ways Aotearoa’s colonial history and present inform participants’
constructions of Pākehā identity.
3. Explore how participants’ Pākehā identity is comfortable or unsettled, and whether
they embrace uncertainty and discomfort or struggle against it.
4. Explore what participants think decolonisation might mean in practice and how
comfortable this is for them.
5. Discuss any possible disruptive moments or confluence that troubled partici-
pants’ previously uninterrogated identity constructions.
These research objectives, indeed this thesis assume some contextual understand-
ing of the legacy and present realities of settler colonialism in Aotearoa. I will not de-
vote too much space to providing this background, other than to emphasise that, since
contact, the relationship between Māori and Pākehā has been beset with violence and
injustice. Because of war, colonial land theft, and racist government policy (Cheyne et
al., 2008), Māori are continually overrepresented in inequality statistics (Poata Smith
(2013), see e.g. Ministry of Health (2013)). The relationship between Māori and the
4See Epistemology.
5‘I’ and ‘me’, alongside ‘we’ and ‘our’, as noted above.
6See Participants as accomplices.
1.3. Background 3
State has been fraught and full of contradictions, and Māori have a long tradition of
activism to assert their rights (Durie, 2005). Pākehā responses to this have ranged from
ambivalence to outright hostility (which is touched upon in my Literature Review). Fi-
nally, although we differ from some other colonial contexts because of the existence
of a Treaty (Te Tiriti o Waitangi7), many of the same aspects of other stories of settler
colonialism and its damage apply here as well8.
1.3 Background
An exploration of Pākehā discourses reveals a pervasive unwillingness to engage criti-
cally with our colonial past and present. This is expressed in comments on our media
websites on articles about Māori-Pākehā relations, Waitangi Day, or colonial history, in
the form: “This all happened before our time. Move on and look forward” (Zachpag-
ella, 2018); “We are all New Zealanders” (Triple A, 2018); and “I just wish we can just be
a land of Kiwis and move on” (Dazzamo, 2018). Many reject outright the label ‘Pākehā’,
objecting to an ethnicity marker, preferring just ‘New Zealander’ (Bell, 1996).
I was curious to explore the connection between notions of identity (both self and
national) and Pākehā openness to engaging with the historical and present realities
of colonialism. My suspicion was that as the relationship between self and national
identity tightens, tending toward the universalisation of Pākehā identity to a national
identity, the less open an individual is to exploring colonialism and how it is expressed.
An illustration of this ‘tightening’ may be useful: A Pākehā who claims (as I once did)
that ‘colonial stoicism’ is characteristic of New Zealand identity is necessarily excluding
other peoples than those descended from settlers, while universalising their own cul-
ture to the whole country. This conflation of ethnicity and nationality demonstrates
the ‘unmarkedness’ of Pākehātanga, reflecting how white people often see themselves
as outside race (Bell, 1996, p. 148), (see also DiAngelo, 2011; Dyer, 1997; Fowler Snyder,
2015), and entrenches the fact that our institutions are Pākehā ones (Bell, 1996, p. 148).
DiAngelo’s (2011) work on white fragility helps to unpack these common white re-
sponses of “anger, withdrawal, emotional incapacitation, guilt, argumentation, and
7The Treaty of Waitangi.
8For further reading, I recommend Walker (2004), and, more recently, Elkington et al. (2020).
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cognitive dissonance” (p. 55) when exposed to discussions about race. They9 argue
white subjects are unmarked by race, see themselves just as ‘people’, and insist upon
colour blindness (a form of strategic ignorance (Bailey, 2007)). Whiteness is supported
by both the discourse of universalism (we are all the same) and the discourse of indi-
vidualism (we are all different) (DiAngelo, 2011, p. 59). Whiteness and white fragility
play out in Aotearoa in the unmarkedness of Pākehā (Bell, 1996, p. 148). Pākehā cul-
ture is unmarked and taken for granted, its specificity is not recognised, and Pākehā
ethnicity becomes conflated with nationality (p. 149).
This very real neocolonialism of excluding Tangata Whenua10 identities— among
others— in the construction of nationhood, is a politics of settlement as violence and
forgetting (Bell, 1996, pp. 150-153) which denies our colonial past and creates a Pākehā
identity “‘born’ post colonisation out of the New Zealand soil” (Bell, 1996, p. 156).
My own experience of marking, and continuing to mark, my identity as ‘Pākehā’,
as opposed to just ‘New Zealander’, has involved sliding around on an uncomfortable
plane between points of defensiveness, guilt, and paralysis. Yet Bell (2004) has shown
that both refusal and acceptance of guilt avoids engagement and responsibility. The
politics of refusal silence discussion, facilitate an aversion toward responsibility, and
deny history. Denial of history contributes to the fragility and immaturity of the Pākehā
identity (p. 93). Refusal paradoxically acknowledges the fact there is something to be
refused (p. 94). However, accepting guilt is also problematic as it is situated within
a desire for innocence (p. 94). Bell’s ‘third way’ between refusal and acceptance is to
make guilt be ‘borne’ rather than ‘bared’ (p. 101): guilt must be lived and dealt with.
Part of our responsibility in Aotearoa as Tangata Tiriti11 involves understanding how
our identity narratives are entangled with, and constituent of, the politics of refusal
and guilt (Bell, 2004). We must ‘mark’ our Pākehātanga, and “identify existing mecha-
nisms of self-interest and develop strategies for subverting them” (Lawn, 1994, p. 298).
Exploring how some Pākehā are navigating this unsettling is the aim of this research.
9During the writing of this thesis, I became increasingly uncomfortable using gendered pronouns when citing
unknown authors, as I was aware I could never know for sure from a citation what gender these authors wish to
use. Therefore I have settled on gender neutral pronouns for all authors.
10Indigenous people - people born of the whenua, i.e. of the placenta and of the land where the people’s ancestors
have lived and where their placenta are buried (Tangata Whenua, n.d.).
11People of the Treaty; includes Pākehā but also all other migrant people. Often interchanged with ‘Tauiwi’.
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1.4 Structure of the thesis
Following this introduction, the thesis continues into a Literature Review, which starts
with theory on whiteness, white fragility and white privilege. It then narrows to settler
colonial identity, then narrows again to Pākehā identity. I then review the related topics
of uncertainty, ignorance, discomfort, ethical engagement and allyship.
The third chapter, Epistemology takes the reader through the three main epistemo-
logical traditions I am drawing from: interpretivism, critical feminism and action re-
search. I characterise each and explain what they each bring to this project.
The fourth chapter, Method, describes the process behind the participatory element:
my approach to sampling, interviewing, data management, coding and thematic anal-
ysis. It also includes reflections on the process, my relationship with and responsibili-
ties to my participants, and concludes with the ethical considerations for the project.
Next are four chapters setting out responses from participants: Participants: The
problem space discusses what they thought about Pākehā in general: identity making,
understanding of colonialism, and barriers to grappling with these issues. The chapter
title reflects participants’ identification of the problem space of the colonial field.
Participants: Formative experiences delves into events or experiences which influ-
enced the way participants think about colonialism, and what enabled them to engage
with this topic, even when uncomfortable.
Participants: Themselves discusses how participants thought about their own iden-
tities, and how they felt about being Pākehā specifically. It also examines motivations
and emotions, levels of comfort, and the non-linearity of their journey.
Participants: Possibilities and futures looks to what participants thought decoloni-
sation might mean, for themselves as individuals, for structures and institutions, and
what it meant for their relationship with land.
Analysis aligns participants’ thoughts with theory; moving across the emergent themes
of Pākehā identity, seeing complicity, emotionality, guilt, time, relationships, ethics,
and ignorance. Finally, I touch on boundaries and blindspots.
Finally, the Conclusion summarises key findings, and reflects upon my, and my par-
ticipants’, journey through the project.
2. Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
This literature review starts with a broad study of whiteness, white privilege, and white
fragility1, before narrowing to the more specific, but still international, literature on
settler colonialism and identity. It then narrows once more to examine specifically
Pākehā identity, while retaining a focus on the way uncritical iterations of identity con-
tribute to the performance, and entrenchment of colonial privilege and power.
This is followed by a survey on the literature on uncertainty, ignorance and discom-
fort. These can be either oblivious responses or deliberate epistemological strategies,
deployed in the service of or resistance to whiteness and settler colonialism. Finally,
the ethical dimensions of engaging non-colonially, the challenges and pitfalls of ally-
ship and anti-racism, and the risks of reinscribing colonial structures even while claim-
ing to be working against them, are explored2.
2.2 Whiteness, white privilege and white fragility
DiAngelo’s (2011) work on whiteness and white fragility has become a foundational
way to understand white responses to discussions about race. They use Frankenberg’s
(1993) definition of whiteness:
A location of structural advantage, of race privilege. Second, it is a ‘stand-
point’, a place from which White people look at ourselves, at others, and
at society. Third, ‘Whiteness’ refers to a set of cultural practices that are
usually unmarked and unnamed (Frankenberg, cited in DiAngelo, 2011, p.
56).
White people are positioned as outside culture, as the norm, and therefore view
themselves as universal humans. Their identity is unracialised, meaning their white-
1I have opted against capitalisation for these terms, except where they appear directly quoted from the author.
2As my focus is specifically on Pākehā, I have largely left aside literature on the impacts of colonialism on
indigenous peoples. This is not because it is not relevant, but because my project is about “whites . . . work[ing] on
whites” (Johnson, 2005, p. 145). I have also not explicitly included theories of change, other than where they
specifically relate to white, or Pākehā conscientisation.
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ness functions as a blindspot: “White people are just people” (p. 59). Dyer (1997) shows
that this blindspot of white people “being ‘just’ human” (p. 2) is imbued with power.
DiAngelo’s (2011) definition of white fragility is:
A state in which even a minimum amount of racial stress becomes intoler-
able, triggering a range of defensive moves. These moves include the out-
ward display of emotions such as anger, fear, and guilt, and behaviors such
as argumentation, silence, and leaving the stress-inducing situation. These
behaviors, in turn, function to reinstate white racial equilibrium (p. 57).
They build upon Bourdieu’s (1993) habitus, which is a socialised subjectivity existing
through practice and interaction between actors and their environment. Being chal-
lenged results in intolerable disequilibrium. White fragility is a product of this habitus,
and resistance is expressed in anger, guilt, hurt feelings, and shutting down.
White people use both the discourse of universality (we are all the same) and the
discourse of individualism (we are all different). Both deny white privilege and under-
mine the significance of race. As white people are unmarked by race, they have the
privilege of not having to be concerned by it. This prevents them from building re-
silience to difficult and uncomfortable conversations about race. DiAngelo (2011) ar-
gues if white fragility is framed as an issue of stamina, a strategy to address it could be
resilience-building. Such repositioning, hooks (2014) suggests, might allow anti-racist
white people to “understand the way in which their cultural practice reinscribes white
supremacy without promoting paralyzing guilt or denial” (p. 177).
Despite the rage fuelled responses to making the invisibility of whiteness visible
(Dyer, 1997), in order to build cross-cultural solidarity, whiteness must be ‘marked’,
white subjects must “understand how [they are] directly implicated in racial injustice
by virtue of being White in the present” (Fowler Snyder, 2015, p. 299). Addy (2008) also
recommends acknowledging whiteness, arguing “the journey into white awareness be-
gins with recognition of the implications of the silence around being white, and with
an initial step from denial to ownership of ‘whiteness’ ” (p. 16). To inoculate against the
white fragility responses of guilt and hopelessness, they advocate remembering white
privilege is “conferred by birth rather than through any individual action or belief” (p.
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20), and while unearned, it is also unasked for (p. 12).
In order to understand the process required to own whiteness, Linder (2015) ex-
plored white antiracist identity development and developed a machine with cogs model.
Their participants went through an initial linear process of introduction to racism; re-
sistance, anger and defensiveness; and acceptance. Following this, three interdepen-
dent cogs worked together to maintain oppression: guilt and shame; fear of appear-
ing racist; and distance from whiteness (on the grounds of other oppressed identi-
ties). Getting caught between these cogs led to cycling between activism and inaction.
They discuss participants’ overanalysis or hyper-awareness, impacting on their ability
to have authentic relationships with people of colour. They argue that there is a need
for a balance of cognitive, emotional and behavioural responses to racism: overem-
phasising any one of the three will lead to incomplete transformation and being stuck
in the cogs. Their model problematises the idea of a concluded, final state.
Hage (2000) switches the lens from racism and uses nationalism as an organising
principle, arguing that racism itself is not inherently motivating, but rather, connected
to belonging and territoriality. The image of the nationalist as the person with the ca-
pacity to manage the national space allows for a critique of ‘tolerance’ as a white na-
tionalist practice masquerading as benign. ‘Evil’ white nationalists are explicit in their
approach toward ‘Others’ (nationalistic practices of exclusion), while ‘good’ white na-
tionalists advocating for tolerance and multiculturalism still position the dominant as
the one tolerating, and those not conforming to the white fantasy ideal as the tolerated.
Inclusion and exclusion practices are structurally similar, confirming the white subject
as manager of the national space (pp. 90-91).
2.3 Settler colonist states and identities
The politics of settlement has been described variously as ‘forgetting’ (Bell, 1996), ‘dream-
ing’ (Turner, 2011), an ‘imaginary’ (Bell, 2014), and ‘structures of feeling’ (Rifkin, 2011),
which all speak to the ways settler identities and emotions have consequences outside
of the settler mind: making-over place and culture (Turner, 2011), defining the con-
tours of the world (Bell, 2014), constructing sociopolitical formations and re-entrenching
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settler privilege (Rifkin, 2011). According to Rifkin (2011), settler structures of feeling
appear self-evident, and are made concrete through everyday practice. To undo these
structures, one must pay attention to the logics that create them, the “ways settlement
works through ordinary sensations of space and selfhood” (p. 343).
A discourse of authenticity, a double standard where indigenous peoples are ex-
pected to remain ‘traditional’, fixed, frozen in time (essentialised)—but settler iden-
tities are dynamic and fluid—haunts indigenous and settler identities and how they
relate (Bell, 2014). Settlers are doubly inauthentic, because of being modern (relative
to the European framing of an earlier, ‘primitive’ state), and because they are out of
place on a different land. On the other side, indigenous peoples are doubly authen-
tic, because of the ‘primitive’ framing, and because they are of the land. Settlers, Bell
(2014) argues, are prone to ontological uncertainty about identity, and resort to iden-
tity constructions more about what they are not, than what they are. These discourses
of in/authenticity act as a constant disciplinary mechanism upon indigenous identi-
ties. Any gesture toward inclusive cultural pluralism still occurs on the settlers’ terms
and relies upon the authenticity discourse.
Hybridity has been used to delegitimise indigenous identities3, while the syncretic
Pākehā identity remains unproblematic. “Both essentialism and hybridity can be used
in the service of colonial domination or in resistance to it” (Bell, 2014, p. 87). Imagin-
ing identities and hybridity as performative creates a space for agency, to identify and
undo the domination in settler identities (Bell, 2014). A danger still exists however, as
hybridity and essentialism still operate on the field of the settler imaginary.
For the CANZUS states (Canada, Australia, New Zealand and the United States) that
are the focus of Bell’s (2014) book, the colonisers never left. Within this context, they
examine various theories of identity (starting from Kymlicka, 1995; Taylor, 1994; Tully,
1995), critique them within the settler context, and draw out the main tensions of a pol-
itics of recognition. First, the extent to which recognition is asymmetrical or mutual:
whether recognition of indigenous identities occurs on indigenous terms or within the
settler framework. Second, the issue of assimilation or pluralism: whether recogni-
tion and reconciliation politics actually operate as strategies of containment, and A.
3For example weaponising blood quantum.
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Smith (2012) would add, erroneously presume the continuance of the settler state as
arbitrator of claims, whose sovereignty goes unchallenged. Rose (1996) calls this ‘deep
colonising’: colonising practices embedded within the very institutions and practices
claiming to reverse colonisation.
Tuck and Yang (2012) argue settler colonialism is distinct from other types of colo-
nialism, as homemaking requires colonialism to become a structure and not an event
(Wolfe, 2006). This incompleteness of settler colonialism is revealed, Mackey (2014)
writes, by the ongoing presence of indigeneity and continued claims from indigenous
people. This prompts settler anxiety, and shows that settler responses of certainty and
entitlement are in fact “fantasies of possession” and “fantasies of entitlement” (pp. 241-
242). These emotional responses are not just individual acts, but an example of how
colonial power shapes reality, or “settler structures of feeling” (Rifkin, cited in Mackey,
2014, p. 240).
Navigating this space can be difficult. Maddison (2012) discusses psychological bar-
riers to reconciliation in settler colonial Australia. Descendants of settlers and original
inhabitants continue to live together, and the need to feel good about belonging can
lead to “explanations and justifications for immoral and unjust actions in the past”
(p. 696). These can either hold, allowing for positive identification, or fail, resulting
in profound and complex guilt and defensive national identity. National identification
and uncritical histories maintain solidarity with the perpetrators of historical injustice,
and this leads to their political descendants bearing some responsibility for the past ac-
tions. As “social group or national identity is a crucial component in understandings of
collective guilt” (p. 699), it is worthwhile to examine how these identities are policed,
and why narratives like Gallipoli are chosen to be commemorated.
Also in the Australian context, Probyn (2002) uses two pieces of settler writing (Read,
2000; Somerville, 1999) expressing ‘belonging’, to examine an apparent paradox. Ac-
knowledging a risk of cultural appropriation while grasping toward belonging, shows
complicity with imperialism. Simultaneously, complicity is the very obstacle to belong-
ing. This anxiety of belonging stems from an ethical threat, rather than a material one:
citizenship, access to land, or entitlement under law are secure. As settler belonging
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is an unavoidable “expression of epistemic violence” (p. 91), epistemic violence try-
ing to know itself becomes a condition for investigating settler belonging. Therefore,
complicity is the “most useful and . . . only starting point for white writing” (p. 80).
Another form of settler appropriation is use of the word ‘decolonisation’ as a metaphor
(Tuck & Yang, 2012). It recentres whiteness and represents a settler move to innocence.
Settler moves to innocence are “those strategies or positionings that attempt to relieve
the settler of feelings of guilt or responsibility without giving up land or power or privi-
lege, without having to change much at all” (p. 10). Ultimately, many politics of recog-
nition, reconciliation or even projects claiming to be ‘decolonising’ represent settler
moves toward innocence, centring settler futures and desire for redemption (Tuck &
Yang, 2012). This is also true in the specific context of Aotearoa, to which I now turn.
2.4 Pākehā identities
While much literature on colonialism in Aotearoa is concerned with the impacts on
Māori, the search for what it means for Pākehā identity is also present (eg King, 1991;
Sneddon, 2004). Navigating this uncertain space can lead to various responses. One is
refusal: rejecting the ethnic marker ‘Pākehā’ in favour of the national ‘New Zealander’.
This strategy of “invoking national belonging as a means of contesting white privilege
can further entrench settler privilege” (Rifkin, 2011, p.349). “The ‘we’ of national mem-
bership functions as an unreflexive yet central frame for tracking feeling and the ways
it structures experiences of personhood and place” (Rifkin, 2011, p. 346).
The choice of identity marker itself is therefore a political act, Bell (1996) argues.
Self-identification as ‘Pākehā’ “displaces white New Zealanders from their position of
discursive exnomination as the (normal, ordinary) New Zealanders” (p. 153). Pākehā
constructing themselves as the ‘other’ and recognising their identity is relational with
Māori and mutually constituted, still doesn’t resolve the issue that Pākehā benefit from
colonising processes. Biculturalism is another strategy (Bell, 2009), and so too attempts
at redemption via unity with indigenous peoples, trying to achieve acceptance, and
ultimately, belonging (Bell, 2009, p. 159).
A further response is guilt, which can either be refused or accepted. Both options,
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argues Bell (2004), avoid any engagement or responsibility to act. Refusal forecloses
any discussion about history, which itself contributes to the fragility of Pākehā identi-
ties. The paradox of refusal is that it simultaneously accepts there is something to be
refused (p. 94). Accepting guilt can also be problematic if it is ‘bared’ (p. 94), as this is
situated with a desire for innocence. Instead, they argue, guilt must be ‘borne’: “lived
with and dealt with, rather than obsessed about and denied” (p. 101). Therefore, guilt
must be bearable. Within this, is a sense of agency. However, “as the dominant culture,
we find it hard to accept cultural vulnerability” (Sneddon, 2004, p. 79) .
Discussing Pākehā identity-making, Bell (2009) highlights the difference between re-
turning to roots and coming to terms with routes. The latter means engaging with
colonialism and this is an unsettling process, rather than a resolution (pp. 155-156).
Engaging however, is complicated, as settlement requires forgetting (Turner, 1999), or
dreaming history (Turner, 2011), which is the deepest form of forgetting. Living with-
out history Turner (1999, p. 21) causes a state of melancholy, grief without an object.
Pākehā don’t know how to weep. We have “powerful though inarticulate feeling[s]” (p.
22). In the absence of critical examination of self, we turn to cultural elements like
sport and love of the beach to define ourselves.
Although these cultural elements help with identity construction, Bell (2014) shows
how Pākehā appropriate Māori culture to assist further. Elsewhere (Bell, 1996), they
write, “pakeha [sic] culture may be the national culture in terms of providing the per-
vasive, commonsense underpinnings for the ordering of social life, but Maori culture
is the national culture when distinctiveness and ethnic exoticism is called for” (p. 149,
emphasis mine; see also Kirton (1997)).
Pākehā responses to a petition to establish a national day to commemorate the New
Zealand wars demonstrate this disconnect with history. Nearly three quarters of public
submissions opposed the petition. Opponents rejected an ‘apartheid-style’ (O’Malley
& Kidman, 2018, p. 303) categorisation of people into Māori and Pākehā, preferring a
“‘colour blind’ version of national identity” (p. 302). They describe how an “uncom-
fortable silence . . . descended over the topic” (p. 305) of wars4. The responses to claims
4They chart the evolution from uncomfortable silence to significant controversy and backlash over the period
from the 1970s to 1998
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that highlight ethnic or racial difference “cut across an imagined national identity that
was both harmonious and homogeneous” (p. 306). The need to feel good about the
nation leads to strategies to explain away or justify past deeds.
McCreanor (2005) discusses the notion of the ‘standard story’: a prop which simpli-
fies complex issues within a culture. The standard story idea implies there are compet-
ing but marginalised alternative stories. The Pākehā story is the standard story, built
around images such as ‘Number 8 Wire’: a metaphor for ‘utilitarian ingenuity’ (p. 55).
Discursive Pākehā themes about Māori reproduce social orders advantaging Pākehā
and disadvantaging Māori. The alternative accounts are “closed, functional material-
ism with colonialist, patriarchal foundations that are exacerbated by neoliberal politi-
cal ideologies that reinforce division, injustice and exclusion” (p. 55).
Highlighting these competing stories, Johnson (2005) distinguishes between ‘old’
and ‘new’ Pākehā identities. ‘Old’ operate a politics of homogeneity and assimila-
tion (‘one-New Zealandness’). ‘New’ embrace the label, and disavow old identities as
colonial, racist and paternalistic. Pākehā anti-racists recognised that understanding
themselves and their Pākehātanga could be politically transformational. Even defin-
ing Pākehā culture as oppressive, needing “cultural renovation, if not revolution” (p.
152), it is difficult to separate Pākehātanga from its hegemony. Pākehā need to go
through a process of Freire’s (1996) conscientizaçao, Johnson (2005) argues, which can
happen through overseas travel, workplaces, study, unusual childhoods and family
backgrounds. Seeking answers from the Māori or Polynesian ‘other’ risks perpetuating
power imbalances (p. 146; See also Berenstain (2016)). Therefore, the point that“whites
should work on whites” (p. 145) is a strong one. Although the Pākehā anti-racists were
aware of the dangers of ‘one-New Zealandness’, there was still slippage from ‘Pākehā’
to ‘New Zealander’, and Pākehā as oppressors to Pākehā as oppressed. Johnson (2005)
describes Freire’s observations upon visiting Aotearoa, that this oppressors/oppressed
double-helix for the coloniser creates an opening for the colonised. Freire (1996) ar-
gued “it is only the oppressed who, by freeing themselves, can free their oppressors.
The latter, as an oppressive class, can free neither others nor themselves” (p. 36).
This interlinked nature of identities is beautifully illustrated by Bell (2017), who de-
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scribes a community complex with seven pou5, with one representing Pākehā. Al-
though the Pākehā pou affirms identity, and the seven together show it is possible for
Māori and Pākehā ontologies to co-exist, this doesn’t mean their relationship is ‘settled’
(p. 16). They recommend considering “the ways in which Māori are in fact part of who
Pākehā are, that to enhance the mana of one is to enhance the mana of the other, and
that harm done to Māori also diminishes our/their own flourishing” (p. 21). However,
relating in a non-colonial way requires embracing uncertainty, as I will discuss.
2.5 Uncertainty and ignorance
The interrelated themes of uncertainty and ignorance also occur frequently in settler
colonial literature. Ignorance can be an oblivious response or strategically deployed,
and can both entrench or disrupt colonial processes, depending on how it is deployed
and in whose service.
Mackey (2014) challenges how certainty is often framed as an “unequivocally desir-
able and positive state of affairs . . . a self-evident universality” (p. 236). Decolonisa-
tion requires uncomfortable, uncertain practices, humility and courage, and coming
to terms with settlers not having the right to know everything. The people of settler
descent Mackey interviewed were “angry and resentful that they were forced to feel
such uncertainty” (Mackey, 2014). Their use of passive tense is telling: uncertainty
was forced upon them. However, settler uncertainty “may actually be necessary for de-
colonisation” (p. 249).
Uncertainty is inextricably tied to ignorance. Alcoff (2007) and Mills (2007) both pro-
vide useful explorations of ignorance. Alcoff (2007) suggests there are three types of ig-
norance: a function of the general situatedness of knowers; imbued in group identity,
where dominant groups have a positive interest in ignorance; and explicitly structural,
where oppressive systems produce ignorance. Ignorance is not a lack, but a “substan-
tive epistemic practice that differentiates the dominant group” (p. 47). It is insufficient
to interrogate our situatedness, group identity or structural context. To overcome ig-
norance, we must make epistemology itself reflexive and critical of its location (p. 57).
5“Carved poles . . . with carved images of ancestral figures (human and non human), key historical events and
representations of scenes . . . represent[ing] something of the genealogy of each of the seven peoples, the story of
their becoming, their relationships with each other and their relationships to this place” (Bell, 2017, p. 16).
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Similarly, Mills (2007) argues white ignorance is non-knowing, involving racism, in
a society structured around domination/subordination relations. White normativity
centres the European reference group as a constitutive norm, which, alongside strate-
gic ‘colour-blindness’, leads to white refusal to recognise historical injustice and differ-
ential resources. White people emphasise individual, rather than structural explana-
tions for socio-economic position, fail to see discrimination, and claim those insisting
race is important— namely those affected— are the real racists. Denial is made possi-
ble by collective memory and collective amnesia. White identity, memory and amne-
sia are intimately linked. If one group is epistemically disadvantaged (see also Fricker,
2007), that directly impacts testimony, and therefore collective memory. We must:
Understand how certain social structures tend to promote these crucially
flawed processes, how to personally extricate oneself from them (insofar as
that is possible), and to do one’s part in undermining them in the broader
cognitive sphere (Mills, 2007, p. 23).
To transform ignorance, then, Logue (2008) argues we must see beyond it. This
involves denouncing investment in certainty, looking to the “contradictory space be-
tween the desire to know and the desire to ignore” (p. 61), and creating a “pedagogical
space of dynamic uncertainty wherein the interplay between knowledge and affective
investments in forms of ignorance can be explored” (p. 61).
Demonstrating this investment, Bailey (2007) shows ignorance is entangled with iden-
tity, as white supremacy requires racial ignorance and resistance to corrective informa-
tion. White ignorance is shaped by an epistemically cozy logic of purity that rejects am-
biguity. Bailey (2007) rejects resistances relying on these logics, as “the master’s tools
will never dismantle the master’s house” (Lorde, 2003). Instead, Bailey (2007) builds
on Lugones’s (2003) mayonnaise metaphor. Macroscopically, mayonnaise appears ho-
mogeneous; under a microscope, curdling is revealed. Undoing the fictitious purity
of white ignorance requires “white folks work toward cultivating an identity without
emulsifiers. We must think of ourselves as curdled beings” (Bailey, 2007, p. 91).
Ignorance itself has two sides, as Jones (2001) shows, in their study of Pākehā stu-
dents’ responses to a pedagogical experiment that, unusually, decentred them. First,
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the students’ ignorance about the limits of knowing, a “passion for ignorance, via a fan-
tasy of mastery” (p. 288), the “blissful assumption we could know everything” (p. 285).
The liberal subject assumes all knowledge is available to those who seek it. This is an
ignorance about the boundaries of the knowable, and worse, in its desire to be taught,
it is a drive for redemption (p. 313). The second side of ignorance is a deliberate strat-
egy to embrace a passion of ignorance, allowing for not-knowing and non-mastery.
The Pākehā students struggled to relocate themselves as knowers in such a framework,
their “presumption of potential mastery, of entitlement to know . . . in ruins” (p. 285).
Bell (2014) also argues that relating in a non-colonising way requires respecting the
unknowable difference between us, the alterity, the right to be not-known. They draw
upon Moore (1997), who calls this ‘positive silence’, which is a “potent and active el-
ement of cross-cultural understanding” (Moore, 1997, p. 644). Engaging with uncer-
tainty and deliberate not-knowing can be discomforting, however.
2.6 Discomfort
Sium et al. (2012) remind us there is “no escaping complicity within a settler colonial
state, especially for those of us who have settled here, though complicity looks differ-
ent for each of us” (p. III). As whiteness doesn’t play well with others, this leads to the
question “co-existence at what cost and for whose benefit?” (p. IV). Recognising our
complicity is unsettling, but such questions must be asked. They advocate humility
in the face of the unsettling nature of decolonisation, arguing that there is a power in
questioning and accepting not everything is knowable. This “living without the entitle-
ment to know everything (and therefore be certain) will likely lead to settler discomfort
[which] may need to be embraced instead of resisted in order to participate in the dif-
ficult work of decolonization” (Mackey, 2014, p. 250). Recalling the Pākehā students
“in ruins” (Jones, 2001, p. 285) shows how discomforting this is.
Tuck and Yang (2012) describe discomfort powerfully: “the settler, disturbed by her
own settler status, tries to escape or contain the unbearable searchlight of complic-
ity, of having harmed others just by being one’s self” (p. 9). Further, Boler’s (1999)
pedagogy of discomfort invites us to recognise how emotions define what and how
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we choose to see/not see. We must understand the genealogies of our positionalities
and emotional resistances (p. 123). The fragility of white identity is that privilege is
not based on individual merit, but on arbitrary social status. If selves are built upon
frail identities, then national identities are built upon “complex fictions and invest-
ments” (p. 132). Challenging these beliefs and assumptions risks defensive anger; fear
of change, or losing personal and cultural identities, but with a “nuanced reflection
one may come to recognize defensive anger as the protection of precarious identities”
(p. 130). Often, anger is easier than feeling vulnerable. To reimagine relations, we need
to transform our own identity. Self-reflection is insufficient, we must also undertake
discomfort as an approach to how and what we see.
A pedagogy of discomfort (Boler & Zembylas, 2003) requires identifying and reject-
ing common exit strategies provided by the hegemonic liberal individual approach to
difference, which are:
• The celebration/tolerance model, in which every individual is different. This fails
to address power.
• The denial/sameness model, in which we are all the same underneath. This is
assimilationist and erases difference.
• The natural response/biological model, in which some difference is innate and
fear is natural. This excuses oneself from the difficult task of understanding
power and difference.
Instead, they build upon Hall (1987), who argues “all identity is constructed across dif-
ference” (p. 45). Boler and Zembylas (2003) therefore advocate embracing ambiguity
in difference, which:
Enables one to see, with humility, and gratitude, and pain, how much one
has been shaped by one’s contexts, to sense both the extent and the bound-
aries of one’s vision, to see how circumstances can circumscribe as well
as inspire, and to become self-aware to some extent of one’s perspectives
(Narayan, cited in Boler & Zembylas, 2003, p. 83).
This ambiguity is discomforting, and requires vulnerability, emotional labour, and the
critical evaluation of self. It reveals fragility and contingency, but is ultimately em-
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powering. Their pedagogy of discomfort has an ethical dimension, and is to ethics in
allyship that I now turn.
2.7 Anti-racism, allyship and ethics
Freire (1996) discusses the role the oppressor plays in liberation. Discovering an op-
pressive identity may cause “considerable anguish” (p. 31), but does not necessarily
lead to solidarity. True, authentic solidarity with the oppressed requires overcoming
generational prejudices, lack of confidence in the oppressed, and urge to be the execu-
tors of a transformation: “those who authentically commit themselves to the people
must re-examine themselves constantly” (p. 42, emphasis mine).
In the context of Aotearoa, Bell (2008) discusses what is required from Pākehā, for
Māori to ‘recover’. Pākehā have to make space, decentre ourselves (where ‘centre’ rep-
resents politics and power). The centre is not a secure place: it depends on the margins,
so requires continual centring to maintain itself. Making space requires decentering,
and accepting a pluralisation of valid centres. Universalism, particularly epistemolog-
ical domination, must be abandoned. Their ethics requires an acceptance of alterity,
of unknowable difference. Knowing the ‘other’ forces them into our own ontologies
which is a form of epistemological violence.
Alcoff (2007) states “it takes a crisis of some sort for a person to radically question one
of her or his basic beliefs or belief sets” (p. 45). How do we prompt this examination
without a crisis? Boler (1999) attempts to answer Pratt’s (1984) question:
Why and when does a person willingly undertake change, especially if one
is materially and ideologically safe and comfortable? What does one stand
to gain from questioning one’s cherished beliefs and changing fundamen-
tal ways of thinking? (Boler, 1999, p. 124).
First, we gain a way of looking at the world that is more complex but also truthful;
second, to move beyond fear; and third, relief in moving beyond pain (Boler, 1999).
In addition, rather than look at what we stand to gain, Bell (2014) directs us to focus
attention on the ethical dimensions of a relationship. They use a Lévinasian ethics, the
crux being “attention to our ethical obligations can interrupt our will to mastery and
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certainty, and open settler subjects to the possibilities of relations of mutuality rather
than domination” (p. 174). Alterity of the ‘other’ is the catalyst for social life: without
the ‘other’ our lives would be bare. They acknowledge politics requires judgement be-
tween competing demands, so politics must be deduced from ethics, be self-reflexive,
open to challenges from ethics, interruptible. They use ‘proximity’ as an ethical, rather
than spatial closeness. Proximity combines epistemological distance (unknowable al-
terity) with closeness, framed as concern. Tuck and Yang (2012) also advocate an ethics
of incommensurability, demanding unsettling innocence, moving away from recon-
ciliation where settlers are motivated toward innocence and settler futures. Incom-
mensurability requires accepting there are questions decolonisation is not obliged to
answer. This may, they acknowledge, feel “unfriendly” (p. 35).
There are multiple risks to avoid when engaging, from epistemic exploitation and
competing marginalities to confessionalism and even empathy. Berenstain (2016) de-
scribes the risk of epistemic exploitation, when “privileged persons compel marginal-
ized persons to produce an education or explanation about the nature of the oppres-
sion they face” (p. 571). This maintains oppressive structures, as it privileges the needs
of the dominant group. It is exploitation, because it involves both unpaid labour and
missed opportunity costs. Further, for the marginalised person faced with a demand to
educate; the default response from the privileged person(s) is scepticism. They build
on Fricker’s (2007) epistemic injustices6, noting a hermeneutical resource gap can be
exacerbated when the dominant group refuses to adopt new language to describe op-
pression. This can be weaponised as a reason to dismiss the very education demanded
from the marginalised, upholding ignorance on the grounds of specific language.
A second risk is falling into the trap of competing marginalities. Fellows and Razack
(1998) argue that a ‘race to innocence’ is the belief one’s own claim of oppression is so
urgent, it undermines one’s complicity in the oppression of others. It fails to recognise
oppressive structures are co-constitutive: to focus on dismantling one without simul-
taneously undoing the others is futile. We need to abandon positions of innocence.
6Fricker (2007) argues epistemic injustices are a function of power. Testimonial injustice is when someone is
wronged in their capacity as a giver of knowledge. Hermeneutical injustice is when someone is wronged in their
capacity as a subject of social understanding. A hearer committed to ethical epistemology must be critically
sensitive to both.
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They call for solidarity on the grounds that any liberation leaving other subordination
intact is not true liberation at all.
Further, A. Smith (2013) warns against slipping into confessionalism. Confessing
privilege doesn’t dismantle the oppressive structures enabling privilege. It leads to
cultural capital being bestowed upon those least privileged, with the perverse out-
come being the goal to be as oppressed as possible. They are highly critical of the
self-reflexive settler subject who explains they came to see their complicity through
exposure to Native peoples, as in the white subject’s telling of these stories, the subal-
tern does not speak (Spivak, 2010). Instead of setting up a dynamic of confessor and
hearer, they recommend starting from the position of all being complicit in oppressive
structures and all needing to work together to dismantle them.
Finally, Boler (1999) shows that empathy, an emotion frequently promoted as a way
to bridge difference, is also problematic. The ‘others’ with whom we are encouraged
to empathise don’t want empathy, they want justice (p. 110). Empathy doesn’t include
responsibility for recognising oneself as implicated in power dynamics. Emotional re-
sponses such as pity, compassion, sympathy or empathy risk being founded on a con-
cern for self: imagining oneself in another’s position centres the self. They raise the
challenge, again following Pratt (1984), to “undertake our own work” (p. 15). This re-
sponsibility must be borne (p. 114), they argue, using the same language as Bell (2004).
To demonstrate how this can work in practice, Huygens (2007) evaluates Pākehā re-
sponses to the Treaty of Waitangi. They use Drucker’s (2003) model for innovation
spread in society, based on Radicals, Translators, Early adopters and the Mass. Māori
who challenge the status quo and assert their tino rangatiratanga7 are radicals; trans-
lators include Pākehā supporting their claims and working to bring other Pākehā along
(for example Treaty educators); early adopters have typically received Treaty education
and have changed; mass is the large, mostly Pākehā group who are invested in the sta-
tus quo (pp. 89-90).
They describe some of the facilitating and inhibiting factors for Pākehā change. The
former include: a feeling for justice; empathy through one’s own personal experience
of injustice; support, challenge or education from Māori; a sense of connected destiny;
7Self-determination, sovereignty, autonomy, self-government (Tino Rangatiratanga, n.d.).
2.8. Conclusion 21
need to join with like-minded others and be part of a liberation community. Inhibitory
factors include: fear, rigidity, complacency; concern about loss of relationships with
others who have different views; material or known worldview loss. Barriers they iden-
tified included various fallacies about the dominant group, including the assumption
that it is homogeneous. Pākehā individualism is a problem, as collective change is
required, and also because guilt shows a sense of individual rather than collective re-
sponsibility (p. 185). Kirton (1997) makes a similar point about a “normalised Paake-
ha/Tauiwi [sic] sense of individuality” (p. 12), competitive individualism giving us our
“main ontological understanding of human beings” (p. 13). We bizarrely presume ho-
mogeneity within our ‘one-people-one-nation’, even as it is made up of individuals.
Essentially, Huygens (2007) argues that some people are so entrenched in their views
that they can’t accept the possibility of an alternative vision, or simply don’t want to
share power. The best case scenario is they recognise the world around them changing
and their own views becoming a minority (pp. 172-174). They note that some Treaty
educators felt real change would take seven generations (p. 176), and found that a
steady progression was not a given, instead a ‘journey’ was a better characterisation.
However, they observed a tendency to become stuck in denial or guilt8. Finally, any
model of change must neither blame nor alienate Pākehā, but “respect the flame in all
of us” (Huygens, cited in Huygens, 2007, p. 193).
2.8 Conclusion
The theory related to this topic of Pākehā identity, colonialism and ways of engaging,
is rich and varied. This provides a strong foundation for my research: at the outset in
order to help me understand and hone the questions I am asking my participants; as
a way of understanding how to hold myself accountable as an ethical researcher, as a
Pākehā working the hyphen of theory-praxis; and then as a set of arguments and ideas
within which to ground my participants’ stories and experiences.
8This is compatible with the cogs model that Linder (2015) describes in the anti-racist identity development,
where the interlocking cogs of guilt and shame; fear of appearing racist; and distance from whiteness worked
together to maintain oppression.
3. Epistemology
3.1 Introduction
This thesis requires a composite epistemology constructed from variants of interpre-
tivism, critical feminism, and action research. These build upon and complement each
other, and each brings value to my research. I begin by wanting to explore and under-
stand the position and experiences of my participants. This is a highly qualitative pro-
cess, and draws on the interpretivist recognition that “truth and knowledge are subjec-
tive, as well as culturally and historically situated, based on people’s experiences and
their understanding of them” (Ryan, 2018, p. 17). As I am keenly aware of my own
privileged positionality, I include feminist epistemology. All research has a normative
dimension, and especially in decolonisation work, there is a connection between the-
ory and praxis, or “taking our ideas off the bookshelf and acting on them” (Sium et al.,
2012, p. VIII). I therefore include action research, but with a Baradian twist to account
for how I do not deliberately seek to disrupt my participants; rather I embrace the in-
evitability that encounters facilitate change in all of us. This chapter therefore explores
interpretivism, critical feminist and action research, which woven together form the
main epistemological approaches informing this thesis.
3.2 Interpretivism
Interpretivism emerged as a reaction to positivism, constituting a shift away from “ap-
proaches that seek value-free causal explanation in terms of variables external to the
beliefs of social actors” (David, 2010, p. xxvi). Interpretivism embraces subjectivity of
actors and the social construction of reality. The aim of the interpretivist researcher
is verstehen, to understand the concepts an actor uses to make sense of their experi-
ence of the world (David, 2010, p. xxiii). Within interpretivism, there are strands and
disagreements. One key disagreement is the extent to which external power structures
influence individuals’ construction of reality.
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There is an apparent paradox in accounting for individual construction of social ex-
perience without recourse to an external reality; and incorporating accounts of struc-
tural power and oppression, as critical theorists would have it, as though they were ex-
ternal realities. David (2010) describes various attempts to navigate this contradiction.
One is by shining a light upon how social structures are achieved (p. xxxviii). David
refers to Garfinkel’s suggestion that social order exists, but is sustained by interactions
of social actors, thus is performed (p. xxxviii): “if social order existed as some kind of
architecture external to actors, they could ‘fall back’ on it in the face of disruptions, but
they cannot, and have to engage in ongoing patchwork” (David, 2010, p. xxxix). The
structure-agency binary may therefore be naïve (p. xxix). Reimagining it in performa-
tive terms is a good solution, and ‘patching’ becomes a key concept for my research.
Because I am operating in a colonial environment, in which the “dominance of the
Western perspective has deeply entrenched hierarchical structures and power posi-
tions” (Parsons & Harding, 2011, p. 5), accounting for oppressive structures is crucial:
Individuals participate in broader social processes, even as that experience
is lived and narrated as if it were merely a sensation emanating from inside.
Such analysis draws attention to structures of feeling that connect individ-
ual emotion to sociopolitical formations while highlighting the ways that
understanding feeling as expressive of individual identity stymies the ca-
pacity to envision large-scale social change” (Rifkin, 2011, p. 345).
I am particularly interested in exploring the point at which my participants faced a
disruptive moment, and, rather than continuing to ‘patch’, instead began to question
the social order, and their role in performing it. Garfinkel’s interpretivism is thus an
anchor for my interviews.
Doubt (1989) further demonstrates that, while Garfinkel’s relation to their subject is
apolitical, in the short story “Color Trouble” (Garfinkel, 1940), the protagonist acts as
Garfinkel’s alter ego, interested in the “symbiotic relation between the interpretative
process and social structure” (p. 254), which is challenged by racism (p. 260). If the
rules are inadequate, the actor must construct their own source of action in a difficult
situation (p. 259).
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DiAngelo’s (2011) discussion of Bourdieu’s habitus thus moves to marry Garfinkel
with the concept of white fragility: habitus is a socialised subjectivity existing through
practice and interaction between actors and their environment. When challenged, it
results in intolerable disequilibrium. Here is Garfinkel’s patching in whiteness practice:
denial, resistance, guilt, and attempting to restore equilibrium.
Even while addressing disruption and patchwork, this is still largely a descriptive
approach to social phenomena, whereas I want to explore change in place of patching.
As I am engaging with my participants as accomplices1, I include action research. First
however, we must address another concern. Interpretivism does not generally attend
to the entanglement of the researcher with the object of study. Indeed Garfinkel uses
narrative as a proxy for himself. Feminist scholars, among others, have been critical of
researchers ignoring positionality, and it is to them I now turn.
3.3 Critical feminist epistemologies
I am very aware of my own positionality in this research, as a member of the dominant
(Pākehā) group, and as someone on my own journey of grappling with how my identity
is entangled with colonialism and structural oppression. As such, I draw upon critical
feminist epistemologies, acknowledging that knowledge is partial, situated, embodied
(Haraway, 1988; Harding, 1987), and that research demands constant reflexivity.
Haraway (1988) cautions against the ‘god trick’ of claiming to “see . . . everything from
nowhere” (p. 581). With a feminist approach, argues Harding (1987), “the researcher
appears to us not as an invisible, anonymous voice of authority, but as a real, histor-
ical individual with concrete, specific desires and interests” (p. 9). The positivist god
trick forecloses the very real specificity and positionality of the researcher, and denies
the research project the more honest approach of acknowledging the entanglement of
the researcher in the subject they are investigating. Harding and Haraway agree that
introducing the researcher’s subjective position increases objectivity, compared to god
trick-like research pretending to neutrality (Haraway, 1988; Harding, 1987).
Harding (1987) shows that epistemology asks who can be a knower, what counts as
knowledge, what kinds of things can be known? (p. 3). Narrowing the scope of what
1See Participants as accomplices.
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needs exploration to the perspective of “bourgeois, white men’s experiences leads to
partial and even perverse understandings of social life” (p. 7). They reject relativism, as
it only appears when the dominant group’s hegemony is challenged (p. 10). Haraway
(1988) claims relativism means being nowhere and everywhere at once (p. 584).
Feminist epistemology is therefore an embodied objectivity, of situated, partial knowl-
edges, accepting contradictions, reflexive but not relativist. The researcher must be an-
swerable and responsible, for what they see, and how they interpret it. Haraway (1988)
advocates a shift from an unmarked, disembodied research gaze to a marked, embod-
ied one. Sholock (2012), in Methodology of the Privileged, also critiques researchers
with unmarked positionalities, encouraging reflexivity to “probe the unintelligibility of
whiteness in their lives . . . to learn to recognize their own racial identity in order to dis-
rupt the normativity of whiteness” (p. 705). However, reflexivity alone is insufficient,
as being aware that racism is so systemic and white privilege so impossible to escape,
one can end up feeling ‘trapped’ (p. 706). They dismiss racial sedition—unlearning
whiteness—arguing the choice of shrugging off whiteness is a privilege (pp. 707-708).
Overcoming multiple ignorances of privilege and repeated ‘slippage’ while trying to
be an anti-racist feminist researcher can lead to helplessness, self doubt and cognitive
anxiety. They argue for embracing epistemic uncertainty, to “disrupt cognitive mani-
festations of white privilege wherein white knowers expect epistemic comfort, confi-
dence, and mastery” (pp. 703-704) which holds for both researcher and subject.
Uncertainty is a crucial element of this research, epistemologically, and in what I am
asking of myself, and my research participants. However, the process of participation
leads to change, both in the researcher, and the participants, and for that reason, I now
turn to action research.
3.4 Action research
Bradbury Huang (2010) defines action research as “a transformative orientation to know-
ledge creation in that action researchers seek to take knowledge production beyond
the gate-keeping of professional knowledge makers” (p. 93). A key point is that the
researcher is not seeking to just understand or explain particular realities, but to effect
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change. There is an explicitly emancipatory goal. Knowledge claims are not neutral, so
contextualising the researcher’s position ‘anchors’ a project. Without this, expressions
can “masquerade as worryingly disembodied and neutral” (p. 95).
Parsons and Harding (2011) explore the relationship between postcolonial theory
and action research, concluding “action research processes, focused through a post-
colonial lens, can illuminate lingering biases and stereotypes, and where racism and
ignorance can be analyzed, challenged, and ultimately eliminated” (p. 5). Postcolonial
theory challenges the dominant Western hegemony, while action research “promises
to problematize uncontested ‘colonial’ hegemonies of any form” (p. 1). Here is Brad-
bury Huang’s emancipatory aim: the elimination of racism. Parsons and Harding (2011)
caution us to consider how, when we “privilege and construct certain kinds of knowl-
edge are we continuing the myth of inferior worlds, inferior races and inferior ways
of being?” (p. 4). The researcher’s responsibility to consider epistemological options
carefully and reflexively is clear, especially within a colonial context.
It is therefore important to situate action research, Noffke (2012) argues, “through
the use of a wider body of social theory, one that has embraced a social justice agenda
that takes into account both local and global manifestations of oppression” (p. 7),
mentioning feminist or postcolonial work. Action research “has always been deeply
connected to social struggle” (p. 7). Acknowledging the now axiomatic claim, “the
personal is political” (Hanish, cited in Noffke, 2012, p. 3), Noffke discusses the per-
sonal, professional and political dimensions of action research, explaining early fem-
inists saw action research as able to directly make change, rather than waiting for re-
search consumers to make changes, thereby eliminating a step. However, they also
caution against reflexive complacence, as action research, “unproblematized in terms
of its goals, can act to reinscribe existing practices rather than create new forms which
focus on social justice” (Noffke, 2012, p. 15).
Lykes et al. (2018) use Participatory Action Research (PAR) in a graduate workshop
called ‘Undoing Racism’. Their project is situated within a broader literature of de-
colonising education2 but is applicable to my research: their rationale for choosing
PAR was to critically interrogate the idea of the Western self and the colonized ‘other’,
2e.g. Asher (2009), Villanueva (2013).
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and account for vestiges of colonialism (p. 406). They align their research to decolonial,
anti-racist, critical, feminist and liberatory praxis (p. 409). The students in their work-
shop appreciated vulnerability and fallibility, in contrast to the post-positivist value
of being ‘right’ (p. 413), or the perfectionism embedded in white supremacist culture
(p. 414; see also Okun, 2001). Working through this shift was disruptive, sometimes
painfully challenging, but very worth it (p. 412), demonstrating a transformative ef-
fect.
However, I have a key point of departure from action research. I am not explicitly
seeking to disrupt my participants; rather I am embracing the inevitability of encoun-
ters facilitating change. To reconcile this, I draw upon Barad’s (2007) agential realism,
and various readings of Barad in transformative and active research. Barad (2007) uses
the term ‘intra-action’, which “signifies the mutual constitution of entangled agencies”
(p. 33). While ‘interaction’ assumes agencies prior to interaction, ‘intra-action’ “rec-
ognizes that distinct agencies do not precede, but rather emerge through, their intra-
action” (p. 33). Through this process, “marks are left on bodies” (p. 176). Barad (2007)
argues there is an “ethical obligation to intra-act responsibly in the world’s becoming,
to contest and rework what matters and what is excluded from mattering” (p. 178).
This has been used by Marn and Wolgemuth (2017) to theorise transformative inter-
views as purposeful entanglements. Transformative interviewers “assume that all hu-
man interaction is interventional in some way” (p. 366), due to Barad’s constantly mu-
tually constitutive elements (p. 367). They borrow from Deleuze and Guattari (1987)
to imagine transformation “‘lasting’ beyond the temporal boundaries of the interview
intra-action . . . continuing as lines of flight” (p. 373) beyond the interviews. Similarly,
Kara (2017) describes a co-produced activist research methodology based on Barad’s
(2007) ‘diffraction’, which is a “term from physics that describes the interactions of rip-
ples resulting from several stones being cast into a pool at once, or in sequence before
the first ripples die away” (Kara, 2017, p. 291). These “patterns of difference that make
a difference” (Barad, 2007, p. 72) are what constitute the world. Finally, Gordon (2018)
combines Barad’s agential realism with Pickering (1995), and subsequently Hekman
(2010), who use the metaphor of a mangle to theorise ‘scholarship-as-activism’: “We
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are always in the mangle, though the mangle is always changing, transforming through
the intra-action that constitutes it. . . . The mangle is constantly in a state of becoming,
and through that becoming agency is continually produced” (Gordon, 2018, section
‘New Materialist Activism’).
This deviation from a more classical action research sits more comfortably with my
research. Rather than a purposeful disruption through research, a Baradian approach
recognises the inevitability of my encounters with my participants leaving ‘marks’ on
both of us, and agency emerging from the intra-action.
3.5 Conclusion
Given the colonial context in which I am operating, the epistemological choice is itself
a political act. These three traditions all bring something to this research. Interpre-
tivism is woven through to help me with verstehen, understanding how participants
make sense of their identity, the social orders in which they operate, and how they
contribute to, patch, or refuse to patch, the performance of those orders. The femi-
nist epistemological approach embodied by Haraway and Harding demands relentless
reflexivity and situationality of knowledge, and encourages me to always interrogate
my own partial and positional interpretations. The action researchers remind me that
unless I ground my work in emancipatory social theory, I risk reinscribing power I am
trying to break open. Finally, the Baradian variant allows me to embrace that encoun-
ters with my participants have the potential to facilitate change in both of us.
4. Method
4.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses the process I followed during this project, from the conception
of my relationship to participants, through to writing up the final thesis. I start with a
discussion about my participants as ‘accomplices’ who are collaborating with me in a
project of problematising uncritical Pākehātanga and coming to terms with our com-
plicity in ongoing colonial practices. The more practical considerations of sampling
and how interviews were conducted are then outlined, before introducing my partici-
pants, reflecting upon my relationship with them and how our interviews went. Data
management, privacy and my process of transcription and consent checking are then
laid out, before explaining analysis of the data, including coding, thematic analysis,
and the writing of this thesis. Although ethics is foundational to the entire project, the
ethics section appears at the end of this chapter. This is because ethics was an ongoing
concern that stayed with me in all stages of the framing, planning, and writing
4.2 Participants as accomplices
I went through a complex process of understanding my relationship to my partici-
pants. I personally match the profile I created for them, so I landed on the position
that while we are positionally similar, the difference is that they are living the topic,
while I am living it, and studying it. This is not enough of a differentiation to frame our
relationship as me studying them. We are having conversations and, collaborating on
the project of understanding our complicity in colonialism. Through these encounters,
as acknowledged earlier1, agency emerges and both the participants and I are changed.
In considering how to utilise my experience and voice through this process, I opted
to put myself in conversation with participants. This creates space for me to discuss
my experiences during the interviews, and also during writing. I believe this is the
1See Action research.
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most appropriate method from a feminist epistemological standpoint that insists upon
reflexivity and situationality. To operationalise this, I journalled after each interview.
This approach framed my Interview Questions2 where I wrote: “The interviews are
intended to be semi-structured conversations, in which we meander through the var-
ious parts of the subject together”. The interviews were conversations: at times I in-
terjected, we interrupted each other, and collaboratively searched for an appropriate
word or concept. This is reflected in the Participants chapters, where I occasionally
write about testing a point, suggesting a word, or looking for an anxiety. Acknowledg-
ing this reflects my commitment to an epistemological practice demanding an honest
approach to my positionality, and entanglement with the object of study.
Reading Indigenous Action Media (2014) I found an idea that resonated with me.
They shift from the term ‘ally’ to ‘accomplice’, on the grounds that ‘ally’ has become
a disembodied identity, detached from the struggle it purports to support. Allies’ mo-
tivations are grounded in shame and guilt, which may provide impetus for activism
but leads to white centring. Accomplices, on the other hand, “aren’t afraid to engage
in uncomfortable/unsettling/challenging debates or discussions” (section ‘Navigators
& Floaters’). Their work in the “anti-colonial struggle is to attack colonial structures &
ideas” (section ‘Suggestions for some ways forward . . . ’).
I found this idea of ‘participants as accomplices’ useful for grappling with how to
conceptualise the relationships I have with my participants. We are interrogating main-
stream ideas about Pākehā identity, asking why some of us might be willing to, despite
discomfort, have difficult conversations and engage with our colonial complicity.
The academic literature I found on accomplices is limited. Powell and Kelly (2017)
have written about academics as accomplices. They build on Matias et al. (2014), who
show how Critical Whiteness Studies (CWS) “centres the normalisation of white dom-
ination in an effort to address how ‘whites deflect, ignore, or dismiss their role, racial-
ization and privilege in race dynamics’ (Matias et al., 2014. p.291)” (Powell & Kelly,
2017, p. 44). Using CWS, they problematise white allyship, on a number of grounds,
one being how the “ally paradigm ideologically positions whites as those who assist
and people of color as those who need assistance, thereby maintaining oppressive hi-
2See Appendix: Interview Questions.
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erarchies” (p. 45). Instead, they provide useful pointers on being an accomplice in the
academy, including: reflecting on intentions, and centring privilege and oppression in
work. Finally, their discussion of the intersubjectivity of stories resonated:
The stories we share are performative, dialogical encounters, embodying
our histories and identities in ephemeral form. Thus, the stories my partic-
ipants shared were shaped by the interaction of their identities and mine.
. . . Acknowledging the ways my whiteness, history, and multiple identities
participated in shaping all aspects of my research does not lead to a more
valid narrative. Rather, it helps the reader to understand the stories of my
participants as performative representations of our lives. And the notion
that a true narrative doesn’t exist does not mean that there is no knowl-
edge to be gained from the study. Through different interpretations new
ideas become apparent (p. 50).
I am therefore framing my participants and I as accomplices in a research project of
critical feminist, anti-racist problematisation of whiteness as expressed in Pākehātanga,
including our own complicity. This speaks to my reading of Barad (2007), in that this
collaboration inevitably changes us, while agency emerges from our intra-actions.
4.3 Sampling
I used a snowball sampling approach to find six participants through my existing net-
works. My original proposal had specified ‘between five and eight’. The participant
profile was as follows: at least a first generation New Zealander, of Pākehā ethnicity3,
who does not identify any other country (where their parents or grandparents may
have migrated from, for example), as ‘home’. The key characteristic was openness to
having a personal, potentially challenging conversation with me about identity and
its entanglement with colonial realities, including willingness to share any disruptive
moments that had shifted their perspective on the topic.
I did not explicitly limit age, gender, socio-economic, education, or other factors.
While a comparative lens might be interesting across demographic difference, the sam-
3Whether a participant identified as ‘Pākehā’ was secondary, but they needed to be of Pākehā ethnicity. The
possibility of interviewing someone who did not explicitly identify as Pākehā led me to exclude self-identification
as ‘Pākehā’ as a criterion, but this did not eventuate.
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ple size is sufficiently small as to foreclose generalisability. I initially settled on six par-
ticipants, while keeping the option open to extend to eight. After I had completed the
first six interviews, I was able to include a seventh. As this person had been living over-
seas for a number of years, he provided a useful ‘foil’ against the others, as although he
occupies the same ethnic and cultural positionality, he is removed from the everyday
grappling with it.
My final seven participants ranged in age from late teens to early forties. Three were
women and four were men. They varied from students to professionals, had different
socio-economic backgrounds and grew up in different parts of Aotearoa. I had a suffi-
cient relationship with each of them to allow for an open conversation, and this ranged
from relatively recent acquaintance, to a friendship approaching 15 years. Many of my
participants knew or were aware of each other, which had to be managed carefully 4.
4.4 Interviewing
I conducted semi-structured, individual interviews, as these conversations had the po-
tential to be highly personal. Together with the information sheet and consent form5, I
also sent the interview questions to participants in advance, to help guard against any
possible distress. Each participant agreed to a follow-up interview if required, but this
proved unnecessary.
The interviews ranged in length from just under an hour to more than two and a
quarter hours. After the first, I wondered to what extent I was ‘leading’ participants to
consider issues they had not delved deeply into. I discussed this with my supervisor,
and came to the conclusion that as the interviews were designed to be a conversation
where the participants and I were constructing meaning together, and they evidentially
felt comfortable contesting suggestions, or disagreeing outright, ‘leading’ was less of an
issue than in other epistemologies.
4.5 Participants
I gave each participant an alphabetical pseudonym: ‘Andrew’, ‘Beatrice’, and so on.
4See Considerations for participants.
5See Appendix: Information Sheet.
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4.5.1 Andrew
Andrew is a first generation Pākehā in his early forties. His parents migrated from Eng-
land. His was my first interview, which was a wise choice as we are close friends and
have a high level of trust. His answers aligned with my thoughts, which was reassur-
ing in the first interview but did not prepare me for different answers in subsequent
interviews. Some of the topics we discussed led me to look more carefully for the same
thing in subsequent interviews, which was beneficial.
4.5.2 Beatrice
Beatrice is a multiple6 generation Pākehā in her mid thirties. Our interview was imme-
diately different from the first one. Her responses to my first questions about Pākehā
identity typified it as an ‘absence’ which made this quite hard to delve further into. I
cautiously prompted her with a few ideas to see if they landed, without wanting to lead
too much, and found she was quite willing to disagree with me, which was reassuring.
She told me when she was unsure how to answer a question.
4.5.3 Charlotte
Charlotte is a multiple generation Pākehā in her early twenties. My interview with her
was on the same day as the interview with Beatrice, which was an interesting contrast.
When I read the transcript I found I had done quite a lot more prompting, perhaps em-
boldened by my experiences with Andrew and Beatrice. When writing, I found myself
occasionally relying on her agreeing with me, for example, saying, “Yeah. Totally”.
4.5.4 David
David is a multiple generation Pākehā in his late thirties. Our interview was perhaps
influenced by a story I relayed from the previous evening, where I had taken an op-
portunity to call out racist behaviour. We had a long talk about how to call out/call
in people when behaving inappropriately, which did not arise in any other interview.
He asked me whether he should include analysis based on having studied this area. I
6Multiple means more than three generations, but unknown specificity.
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responded that I would not disentangle the personal from the academic, because both
are part of his story.
4.5.5 Eddie
Eddie is a first generation Pākehā in his late teens. At one point during our interview, I
challenged his position. This caught him off guard, but he could subsequently see both
sides. He was surprised by me suggesting an entanglement of his identity as Pākehā
and his politics. I suggested that we could follow up on this, but that did not eventuate.
This interview was harder for me, as there were long silences and I was not sure how
much to probe. I tested several ideas. Eddie was comfortable disagreeing with me
when necessary.
4.5.6 Fabienne
Fabienne is a fourth-fifth7 generation Pākehā in her mid thirties. I recruited her via a
different route than the first five, who came from the same social/activist group. Some-
thing I did in all of the interviews, but was only conscious of while transcribing hers,
was modelling vulnerability and fallibility, by telling my own stories. Fabienne has read
widely on this topic, and raised authors such as DiAngelo. While she was not connected
to the other participants, she still used much of the same language and had arrived at
similar positions. I was expecting some internal consistency amongst the first five but
did not have the same expectation of Fabienne. This was a reassuring check on the
insularity of the social/activist group.
4.5.7 George
George is a fourth-fifth generation Pākehā in his late thirties. He occupied a similar role
to Fabienne— unconnected to the first five— but with the added deviation of living
overseas. Of all the participants, I have known George the longest so our conversation
had a more personal tone. It was interesting to compare his experience of whiteness
in the United States, to that of whiteness in Aotearoa. This allowed me to check on
a theory I had developed over the course of the interviews: that it is easier to see the
7Hyphenated generations means known specificity, from both sides of the family.
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structures of oppression you are complicit in, when you are exposed to a similar system
you are detached from. This is reflected in Participants: Formative experiences.
4.6 Data management
I recorded all interviews using the ‘Voice Memo’ app on my iPhone, transferred them
to my computer and deleted them from my iPhone. I stored all information on my
computer using their pseudonyms. I transcribed manually using 75% playback speed.
I replaced all names of people, organisations or locations that may have led to identi-
fication of the participants with place holders such as [AAAA] and put the values into
my encrypted password file. I made sure my computer was running regular backups.
I sent the transcriptions to each participant, to obtain their consent, giving them
two weeks to reply with changes. Some required small changes, and two requested
specific care around their identifiability. In these cases, I either changed the transcript
outright, or noted to follow up with them if I used that part of the transcript. When
they authorised the transcripts, I deleted the audio files. The next step was Analysis.
4.7 Analysis
In analysing the transcripts, I opted to use a thematic approach, as I was “interested
in examining the ways that people make meaning out of their experiences, as well as
how they construct their social worlds through meaning-making” (Evans, 2018, p. 3).
Braun and Clarke (2006) explain that thematic analysis is independent of epistemology,
and can be compatible with either an essentialist/realist, or constructivist approach.
They provide helpful advice on what counts as a theme, and list six (non-linear) phases
of analysis, which I broadly followed: familiarisation; initial codes; searching for and
reviewing themes; defining themes; and report writing.
4.7.1 Familiarisation
Braun and Clarke (2006) recommend first familiarising oneself with the data, via tran-
scription, reading, re-reading, and noting ideas. As I manually transcribed my inter-
views (although time-consuming and ‘boring’ as they note (p. 87)), I absorbed them.
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After transcription, I wrote up key points.
4.7.2 Initial codes
Their second step is generating initial codes. They recommend coding inclusively and
accepting tensions and contradictions in the data. I printed the transcripts, and went
over them with a highlighter, writing codes in the margins. I then put all codes into
a spreadsheet, noting their page numbers. This gave me an initial visual overview of
where the same concepts appeared in multiple interviews, although it became appar-
ent I would need to aggressively merge overlapping codes. I completed this process
with over 250 initial codes across all interviews, which I grouped into 32 concepts (see
below). This broadly fits within the recommendations in Elliott (2018, pp. 2852-2853)8.
I followed an emergent coding practice, which as Elliott (2018, p. 2855) recommends,
required going back over interviews to check for consistency.
Braun and Clarke (2006) allow for some disjuncture between the research questions,
the questions the participants responded to, and the questions guiding coding. I found
some codes were occurring both in the discussion about disruptive moments, and
what decolonisation looked like. This suggested my framing had divided time into
a pre-interview/past bracket and a post-interview/future/decolonisation bracket. In-
deed, in my Epistemology chapter, I wrote about looking for a moment where my par-
ticipants faced disruption to their equilibrium, and instead of continuing to ‘patch’
(David, 2010) began to question their role in, and performance of, a social order. This
would imply a single transformative moment. However, what my participants said was
more indicative of a non-linear journey. For example, some mentioned realising they
had had a problematic thought, and in ‘catching’ it, had questioned their assumptions.
This was a formative or disruptive moment, but it came up again when I asked what
decolonisation meant to them: personal decolonisation was a skill to develop.
I discussed with my supervisor whether to allow initial codes (and by extension, po-
tentially themes) to overlap between research objectives. Our feeling was this reflected
more nuance in my participants’ experiences than my research objectives allowed for.
The more honest way to approach it was to be guided by what my participants said,
8Elliott (2018) survey the literature on the ideal number of codes. My 250 that I reduced to 32 fits within most
example ranges.
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rather than to try and dogmatically code according to my research objectives. Around
this time, I coincidentally read Linder (2015), whose white anti-racist identity develop-
ment model was the non-linear cogs and machine model. This verified my decision to
not force coding to adhere to pre-interview and post-interview time.
4.7.3 Searching for themes
Braun and Clarke’s (2006) third step is searching for themes. I grouped the codes into
concepts. I added a column in my spreadsheet for which concept the code belonged to.
I also wrote post-it notes for each concept. This yielded 32 concepts. Then I grouped
them together into themes. This led to four themes. Four of the concepts sat at the
boundary of two themes, which I captured in my spreadsheet.
4.7.4 Reviewing themes
Their fourth step is reviewing themes. While I felt comfortable with the groupings
within the themes, I was concerned the themes themselves were self-evident and un-
sophisticated. I asked my participant Andrew to group the concepts, as a check. His
interpretation was quite different. Elliott (2018) discusses the utility of second coding
by an unknowing person. They draw on Richards (2015), who warns against this, as
“consistency between two raters will not necessarily be desirable, when the two coders
have been chosen precisely because of their different understanding of the data” (El-
liott, 2018, p. 2859). This matched my experience. While Andrew’s recoding was in-
teresting, I ultimately discounted it. I discussed all this with my supervisor, who re-
minded me simple is often better. Mentally renaming the groupings from ‘themes’ to
‘categories’ (Elliott, 2018, p. 2852) helped. I was heartened to find a note I wrote myself
saying, “warning: rein yourself in”.
4.7.5 Defining and naming themes
Braun and Clarke’s (2006) fifth step is to define and name themes, which involves identi-
fying the ‘essence’ of the themes, collating and organising data extracts for each theme,
and looking for sub-themes. Further, it is necessary to understand the story each
theme tells and how this fits into the overall story (p. 92). I went back to my 250-
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line spreadsheet and pulled quotes from all interviews relating to every concept within
each category. I organised these into what would become chapters, sections, and sub-
sections. This step allowed me to identify the story each chapter would tell.
4.7.6 Report
The sixth and final step is writing the report. As I started writing, I immediately found
I was using language like ‘most participants’. Evans (2018) explains many qualitative
researchers find it appropriate to use ‘pseudo quantitative terms’, but warns it might
not tell the reader much about the relevance of a theme (p. 5). Braun and Clarke (2006)
discuss how to count and present prevalence, suggesting there is no right or wrong
method. They are similarly ambivalent on ‘pseudo quantitative terms’, arguing while
they may be a useful rhetoric device, they might not report truthfully, and conclude
the area needs more debate (p. 83). Finally, Elliott (2018) discusses counting codes,
making the interesting point that some researchers consider quantitative orientations
like counting to be inconsistent with a qualitative project. Furthermore, counting is
not always the best indicator of importance. I decided against counting, and, as a con-
sequence, for using language like ‘most participants’ in my reporting. This is because
my project is highly qualitative, and the interviews themselves very different. They did
not lend themselves well to quantitatively-oriented counting or language.
Braun and Clarke (2006) stress the data must be embedded within an analytic nar-
rative. Starting Analysis, I tried to align the sections between the Literature Review and
Participants chapters. This strategy failed. I realised I had to step out of the themes and
look at the whole picture anew. I wrote each main point from the Literature Review on
blue post-it notes; and from my Participants chapters on green post-it notes. I then
matched blue to blue and to green. This formed the skeleton of the Analysis chapter.
4.8 Ethics
This project has two primary ethical considerations. The first is my participants’ safety,
as I am asking them to share personal stories and discuss potentially challenging top-
ics. The second relates to the choices I make with this project. Forefront in my mind
is the risk of perpetuating colonialism through research. My critical anti-racist femi-
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nist instinct is to amplify non-dominant voices, and yet I am choosing to explore what
Pākehā, the dominant group, think about themselves, what Dyer (1997) calls the “green
light problem” (p. 10). These two issues are explored below.
4.8.1 Considerations for participants
Tolich (2010) provides ten ethical guidelines I find particularly helpful. While they are
speaking to autoethnographers, I find the framing useful for my research. I am also
present in the Participants chapters, as we are together telling stories, which intermin-
gle as we relate, as discussed above.
Tolich (2010) recommends:
1. Respecting participant autonomy and informed consent.
2. Practising process consent at all stages.
3. Being mindful of conflicts of interest or coercion.
4. Consulting with others like an ethics board.
5. Not publishing anything one wouldn’t show the persons represented in the text.
6. Being aware of internal confidentiality amongst participants.
7. Anticipating possible future vulnerability.
8. Avoiding, or at the very least, minimising harm.
9. Considering a non de plume.
10. Assuming all people mentioned in the text could read it (pp. 9-10).
Most of these points were reasonably easy to operationalise, with points six and
seven slightly more challenging. There was the possibility of participants recognising
the stories and being able to identify each other. The best way to guard against this was
by recognising it as a possibility as part of points one and two.
One participant was potentially identifiable by my supervisor. I discussed this with
the participant, who did not mind being identified. As I anonymised the transcript,
the risk was minimised. After sharing the transcripts, I also shared a draft of the four
Participants chapters, and gained their consent again.
My ethical considerations extended to stories told by my participants involving other
people, as the self is porous (Tolich, 2010, p. 10). This required an extra level of aware-
ness in how the stories were represented in written text, and in this case necessitated
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an additional level of consent from a person who was referenced by one of my partici-
pants. I sent the relevant extracts to this person to confirm they were comfortable with
being indirectly included.
4.8.2 Considerations for myself
A second ethical theme relates to my motivations as a researcher. Tuck and Yang (2012)
might suggest my drive behind this project represents a settler move to innocence:
We are asking them/you to consider how the pursuit of critical conscious-
ness, the pursuit of social justice through a critical enlightenment, can also
be settler moves to innocence – diversions, distractions, which relieve the
settler of feelings of guilt or responsibility, and conceal the need to give up
land or power or privilege (p. 21).
This reflects warnings from other anti-racist researchers (eg. Cross, 1999; Lykes et
al., 2018; Pine & Hilliard, 1990), who all warn about reinscribing injustice:
Lykes et al. (2018) caution that even well-intentioned liberal agents can reinforce
institutional racism in their everyday actions (p. 408). They refer to Cross (1999) who
shows how even programmes using the language of social justice, multiculturalism and
diversity can operate within an uninterrogated whiteness ideology, reinscribing power
and privilege (p. 266). Cross (1999), building upon Pine and Hilliard (1990) leaves me
with the warning “the unfortunate truth is that we can be strongly antiracist in our own
minds but be promulgating racism in profound ways we do not understand” (p. 272).
Probyn (2004) describes this as “a white studying whiteness trying not to reinscribe
whiteness” (para. 2). One common strategy is for the white critic to slip into a position
of weakness along another axis (gender, class, sexuality, . . . ), or to qualify it: ‘white, but
. . . ’ This allows for deflection of responsibility to own whiteness. However, the “self-
loathing inherent to the white critic of whiteness has to go somewhere” (para. 22).
Complicity in whiteness demands we take up responsibility. The best way to address
this is an ongoing, genuine interrogation of self, combined with Sholock’s (2012) epis-
temological uncertainty. There is a knife edge balance to be struck, between paralysing
self analysis and narcissistic self-centring.
Sium et al. (2012) question whether it is possible to decolonise through Western in-
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stitutions like the academy at all. The danger is seeing decolonisation as something
in the mind, without leading to material improvements for indigenous peoples. They
recommend to take ideas off the bookcase and act on them (Sium et al., 2012, p. VII).
I therefore include action research in my epistemological approach. While I am not
directly seeking to disrupt my participants, I recognise all encounters can facilitate
change. Further, Building upon L. T. Smith (2012), and Cross (1999), perhaps one way
to help avoid the danger of perpetuating colonialism through this research is to pervert
the subject-object relationship by turning the gaze of the dominant group upon itself.
Making Pākehā the object of research doesn’t just invert the colonising relationship (al-
though not as much as if I were Māori), it also follows the many recommendations in
the literature, for example, Harding (1987) who recommends we examine sources of
power by studying ourselves and “studying up” (p. 8).
4.9 Conclusion
This chapter has outlined the research process as a whole. It shows how my partici-
pants could best be conceived as accomplices co-creating this research with me, which
aligns with my epistemological framework. It also covers my approach to analysis, in-
cluding the challenges I found along the way and how I resolved them. I also intro-
duced my participants, and discussed how to honour their trust in me, alongside the
ethical considerations I had for myself as a Pākehā researcher engaging with this topic
and how I navigate them and aspire to hold myself accountable at all times.
5. Participants: The problem space
5.1 Introduction
“Part of the problem of colonisation and . . . white settler dominance . . . of this country,
is people not disaggregating their Pākehā identity from wider New Zealand identity”
(Andrew).
The following interview questions1 led to the conversation behind this chapter: Can
you tell me what your thoughts are on what a New Zealand identity means? What char-
acteristics come to mind when you think about what a ‘New Zealander’ is? Now I’d like
to narrow a bit and explore what you think is characteristic of the Pākehā identity. What
characteristics do you see there? Is it something different? Do you think there’s a general
conflation of Pākehā and New Zealand when some Pākehā think about identity?
Therefore, the purpose of this chapter is to discuss what the participants thought
about New Zealander or Pākehā identities in general, and therefore serves as an iden-
tification of the problem space of the colonial field. It covers topics such as: the prob-
lems with a monolithic identity, myths, barriers, privilege, power and racism.
5.2 On a monolithic identity
All participants were mindful of the risk of sliding into monolithic identity, elimination
of difference or Pākehā dominance. Charlotte and Fabienne realised slightly late that
my questioning was framed to test for this, as I asked first about New Zealand, before
narrowing my question to ask about Pākehā, identity. Fabienne noticed when I asked
the second question, exclaiming, “Oh, gosh. . . . I actually think a lot of the stuff I’ve
just said are things that I associate with Pākehā New Zealand identity”. Charlotte said,
“that’s the way that you framed a New Zealand identity when actually it’s not necessar-
ily just that, which is quite an interesting . . . perspective . . . how the mind tricks us”.
1See Appendix: Interview Questions.
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They all recognised a failure in mainstream identity discourses to mark the speci-
ficity of Pākehā. David identified that “the idea of sameness, . . . ‘we’re all New Zealan-
ders’, that kind of thing, seems to eliminate difference within identity”. George believed
this was wilful: “I think there are a bunch of people who believe and want to believe
that there is a monolithic New Zealander identity . . . and everyone should be it”.
I raised this as being related to the concept of space with Beatrice: “It’s like Pākehā
is claiming all of that space, and denying it to everybody else, right?”. She agreed, call-
ing this, “pretty problematic”. Fabienne and Eddie discussed where this tendency to
conflate came from. Fabienne said it was a product of growing up in a predominantly
Pākehā environment. Eddie mentioned media: “It’s something that just happens heaps
. . . offhand comments made by people on One News. . . . people talk about ‘Kiwi farm-
ing culture’ and things like that, but . . . they’re really not including Māori”.
I suggested to Eddie the reason “people kind of disavow it and say, . . . ‘I’m just a New
Zealander’, is because it involves going down a rabbit hole”. He agreed: “And doing a lot
more learning . . . than you were expecting to do that week.” He also identified his “dis-
trust of that concept and that sort of groupthink idea probably comes from . . . having
. . . slightly more understanding of colonial processes”. Charlotte thought a root cause
might be “New Zealanders might struggle to have an identity, or Pākehā might struggle
to have an identity”. Beatrice also identified this absence, thinking “the way that we
. . . approach Māori culture, for some people, is to make up for the absence of anything
for ourselves”. I will explore this point later. For now, I turn to myths.
5.3 Myths
When discussing what might be seen as the monolithic ‘New Zealand’ identity, many
tropes arose that one would expect, including egalitarianism and ingenuity, sports,
militarism, peace, independence, and protest. However, the participants appeared to
engage with a more critical analysis than some Pākehā might who adopt these identity
markers without questioning them. In the cases of egalitarianism and ingenuity, these
were characterised as something we think about ourselves. George said, “the ideal of
egalitarianism was something that I was brought up to think is a New Zealand charac-
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teristic. I don’t think it is. . . . It’s . . . more of an ideal . . . that we have . . . lost sight of a bit”.
Similarly, Andrew said, “the sense of egalitarianism that I think people think exists in
New Zealand”. Even though George was sceptical about egalitarianism, he was struck
when he saw a Member of Parliament catching a bus to work, which is quite normal
here, compared to the United States.
The “farming, Number 8 Wire, shoot a deer on the weekend, sort of line” (Eddie) was
raised by a number of participants, also with a degree of scepticism and disconnection.
George called Number 8 Wire the sort of “national myth of ingenuity that every country
has, every country firmly believes that they are uniquely . . . we [just] have a unique
idiom for it . . . no one else uses fencing wire as their reference point”.
Rugby, and sport in general were also mentioned. Andrew played rugby growing up,
so “think[s] that’s a big part of our culture for better or for worse”. Beatrice, discussing
the flag referendum2, noted our apparent inability to express our identity:
We couldn’t even go, there’s an obvious thing here for us, this is who we are
. . . we rely on the sporting thing, because we do have that . . . there was a
silver fern, because that is how we are represented on the world stage, and
that’s something that unites us, around sport . . .
A theme around militarism, peace, independence and protest was also apparent.
Andrew mentioned ‘militarism’ explicitly, referring to ANZAC as “an underestimated
. . . pillar of our identity as New Zealanders, and you know, the Gallipoli myth, which
is a total bullshit myth, obviously is . . . a real founding element”, going so far as to say
it was strategic, deliberate, colonial nation building. Beatrice was also detached from
ANZAC day, recognising its significance for others, but characterising it as “feel[ing]
. . . other, so it feels like a thing where we were fighting somebody else’s war”.
The other side to militarism, Andrew said, was “a strong . . . peace element to our
identity”. He elaborated, “not going to Iraq3, and nuclear weapons4, and there’s some-
thing there about principled independence. A sort of defiance of authority in a way,
that I think is in there”. Other examples given by him and others included suffrage5,
2See e.g. Annabell and Nairn (2019).
3Combat troops were not sent to Iraq in 2003, as there was no United Nations endorsement (Petterson, 2016).
4In 1987, nuclear vessels were banned from New Zealand waters and the United States downgraded us from ‘ally’
to ‘friend’ (Ayson & Phillips, 2012).
5Women were granted the right to vote in 1893 (Atkinson, 2015).
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Parihaka6, Ihumātao7, protesting the Springbok Tour8, our independent foreign pol-
icy record, which George said, got “up the noses of the military industrial complex”9,
the response to the March 15 shootings10, and the Christchurch Call11. Both Beatrice
and George mentioned agility in changing our gun legislation12 following the March 15
shootings, which felt specifically ‘New Zealand’.
However, as the sentiment expressed around egalitarianism also show, there was a
sense that some of the things we tell ourselves don’t quite hold. This was raised around
the idea of an ‘independent’ foreign policy record as well. George said, “I kind of hope
that we keep doing [things like nuclear free] but I think we aren’t necessarily doing the
modern equivalents”. Similarly, Fabienne said,
I feel like there’s . . . something about that . . . in our identity, but then I’m
not actually convinced that we live that, as strongly, it’s almost like we say
that’s us, but actually apart from some big really momentous stuff . . . it may
not be as strongly. . . . What we’ve said we are, we’re not necessarily. Or it’s
perhaps more, something we want to be, or something we want to think
we are, but perhaps . . . [we] don’t marry it with action . . . or we leave that
action to certain parts of society, like we might expect it of Government.
Although participants were critical, these identity myths still contained positive el-
ements. However, they also identified a range of negative traits, that, together, con-
tribute as barriers to engaging with colonial complicity.
5.4 Barriers
Some of the negative characteristics that arose I have grouped as ‘barriers’, to suggest
some underlying mainstream stereotypes of the Pākehā psyche may act to prevent a
critical analysis of ourselves, history and present. These include variations on stoicism
6Parihaka is a Māori settlement that was the scene of peaceful resistance to colonial confiscation of land during
the 1880s and 1890s (Hōhaia, 2017). The Crown apologised in 2017(Finlayson, 2017).
7Ihumātao is an historic Māori site in danger of being bulldozed for housing development. Save Our Unique
Landscape (SOUL) have been living on the whenua/land for years to protect it (E-Tangata, 2019).
81981 saw intense protests against the (Apartheid era) South African Rugby team visiting (Keane, 2012).
9This refers to the nuclear free policy mentioned above.
10A white nationalist fired at worshippers in Mosques in Christchurch, killing 51 (Newbold, 2019). The Prime
Minister at the time, Jacinda Ardern, was recognised around the world for her response (Luscombe, 2020).
11“The Christchurch Call is a commitment by Governments and tech companies to eliminate terrorist and violent
extremist content online” (Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, n.d.).
12Semi-automatic firearms were banned (New Zealand Parliament, n.d.).
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and complacency, and the divided nature of our society.
Most participants mentioned stoicism, not expressing emotions or talking about ‘the
hard stuff’, conservatism, or our blokey, individualistic, culture. Andrew felt Aotearoa
was a “deeply conservative, risk averse society” holding us back. Fabienne saw risk
aversion in our institutions, leading to a mentality of “this is the way we do things, this
is the way we’ve always done things . . . it takes a lot to . . . rock the boat”.
Charlotte also identified complacency, entangled with privilege:
For a long time we have been quite . . . innovative and interesting in terms
of being at the forefront of social issues . . . which has created a . . . sense
of comfortableness . . . everyone would say, ‘oh compared to the rest of the
world we’re doing really well, so, we’re good’. And I think that does create a
sense of complacency in New Zealanders around taking action.
Eddie mentioned suppressing emotions, saying:
If I decide that I am a Kiwi, and this is what Kiwis do, then it’s not that big
a step to say, this is what Kiwi men do. And then suddenly, I’m suppressing
my emotions, and milking cows all day, and not telling somebody when I’m
feeling really, really, bad.
A few participants also mentioned how divided Aotearoa is. Andrew, discussing the
“totally divided” city he grew up in, said:
There are people who are from the university, and hospital, and schools,
and the Crown Institutes, and they . . . are mostly, left leaning, sort of liberal
intelligentsia, educated. And then there’s the people who are related to the
agricultural industries, commercial property, quite religious, and they are
all basically right wing. And they don’t really mix!
Charlotte talked about the impacts of the divide between Pākehā and Māori in the
town she grew up in, and Fabienne asked:
How do we make those connections when so much of what is around is in
society is actually, dividing us . . . not directly in terms of how we think and
how we relate, but where we’re living, what schools we’re going to . . . who’s
predominantly in our workplaces?
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When I suggested Pākehā wanted to let sleeping dogs lie and paint over divisions,
George said, “The sleeping dogs are not lying anyway . . . and national unity is a phrase
that I’m deeply wary of at this point”. This wariness, and awareness of divisions indi-
cates the constant effect of the forces of privilege, power and racism.
5.5 Privilege, power, and racism
The participants discussed the implications of living with privilege, and the fear caused
when it is threatened. They explicitly named racism, white supremacy and entitle-
ment. Here there were five main themes: laziness, fear, racism, superiority, and how
colonialism is inherent in everything.
Beatrice and Fabienne spoke of the ease of whiteness in Aotearoa, how easy it is to
navigate systems. Fabienne summed up the problem space:
By existing and being part of the system, and then part of the dominant
in that system, the fact that I basically just run on autopilot is harmful,
because I’m perpetuating a system, rather than questioning, challenging,
seeking to shift it.
I asked participants to speculate why many Pākehā don’t question, challenge, or seek
to shift things. Andrew said, “we don’t think about it. I think . . . the very idea of exam-
ining Pākehā identity would be threatening. I think a lot of people would say, . . . ‘look
I don’t even want to talk about it’ ”. George reiterated that people don’t want to accept
implications, because of “the work that would be necessary to do”, they would “actually
have to change”, and might think, “if I just say that I accept this idea, I might have to do
something about it, and then you know, that would probably be a hassle.”
However,instead of highlighting laziness, Fabienne drew attention to fear:
[The] good/bad binary thing. To engage with this, I’m on the dominant
side of this, that’s the bad side. So you’re calling me bad, I am in the bad
position around all of this conversation, I don’t want to be sitting there, so
I don’t want to engage.
George also thought fear was involved:
In some ways it’s fear of . . . things being complicated, or if they accept that
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there are multiple identities, then they will have to change a bunch of their
other behaviours . . . and acknowledge that different groups of New Zealan-
ders are more or less advantaged . . . they would have to admit that privilege
. . . exists . . . there are a whole lot of people who will fight pretty hard to not
have to accept the implications of the thing that they don’t want to accept.
Fabienne said, “a lot of it is fear based . . . or status based. . . . I think there’s a fear of
loss of what identity is there. . . . A loss of . . . a right, a status, as a New Zealander”. She
mentioned the loss of meritocratic ideals being associated with this:
You would warrant your position on merit, but there’s that little bit going,
‘but would I?’ So I think there’s a wee bit of that, there’s that power thing as
well. Loss of power. Or, an implication that the power you hold is . . . not
appropriately gained.
George was scathing of the very idea of meritocracy:
I don’t think you have to be a super perceptive person to go into some of
these meritocracies and go ‘oh the people in charge don’t seem to have
that much merit’ . . . Once you’ve talked to some very clueless morons who
believe they’re at the top of a meritocracy, the idea falls apart quite rapidly.
However, David noted “how organisations change, in terms of power sharing. . . which
I think is often, connected to the . . . personal awareness, or defensiveness . . . of power
holders, and people in positions to change”. Andrew was explicit on the motivations of
power holders: “the people that wield power, they don’t want us to think about power.
They just want it to be . . . the way things work, rather than . . . an actual deliberate co-
ordinated maintenance of power”.
Related to the motivations of power holders, is the superiority inherent in the belief
that we know better. Beatrice mentioned the “classic white thing of . . . we know best
. . . and if you’re the other then you’re doing it wrong”. This informed her understanding
of colonisation, which she described as:
A bunch of white people came and thought they knew so much more and
could do so much better, and whilst we . . . may have been better than was
seen in other places, maybe, it still wasn’t great, and it was so dominant
5.5. Privilege, power, and racism 49
that it eroded all the things that made Māori culture and Māori ownership
of this place, so important. . . . And the fact that we’re still having to deal
with the repercussions of that in basically . . . every system . . . that’s been
established in New Zealand, has done Māori wrong.
She said, even in 2019, we still have so far to go, asking, “Why has it taken us so long
to get there?” I answered, “We still think we know better”. She agreed, “And we still
think we know better . . . across every single issue”. Pākehā defensiveness is when “you
defend it because it’s what’s right in your head”.
Fabienne illustrated how this entitlement can manifest when describing an experi-
ence with a colleague who had been asked to engage early in a process during a project,
and struggled to be completely open: “I think if we pushed him, he already had a pretty
decent idea of where he thought it should all go. Rather than going, here’s a question, I
just want to listen.” I asked her, “Is that not just entitlement though? . . . Thinking that
you know all of the answers to all of the things right from the start?” She replied, “yeah”.
Belief in the idea that ‘we know better’ is a key element of racism. The participants
didn’t shy away from naming ‘racism’ and ‘white supremacy’. Discussing the backlash
to the policy to teach te reo Māori13 in schools, Beatrice said, “that’s having to embrace
an element of Māori culture and that makes people uncomfortable because they’re
inherently racist”. George said, “New Zealand has problems with racism and white
supremacy, like . . . everywhere with white people does”. Eddie mentioned the different
public responses to Welsh language and te reo Māori revival: “it’s like . . . ‘[they] don’t
realise that it’s because they’re brown, but it’s because they’re brown that [they] feel
uncomfortable about that’ ”. Charlotte discussed a tendency to deflect “when we’re
trying to have a conversation about why Māori people are disadvantaged . . . they bring
up the one box, where it could be different”, to which I asked, “why do they need to
argue that point, and the answer has got to be, racism. Right?” She replied, “Totally”.
David also mentioned a tendency for Pākehā to think we were less racist than other
countries, a “sort of letting ourselves off the hook”. He considers Aotearoa just as racist,
but “more passive aggressive about it . . . than the more kind of blatant loud versions”.
George too, said “New Zealand’s racism is often . . . more subtle”.
13Māori language.
5.6. Conclusion 50
Our racism may be more subtle, but participants also identified that it was inherent
to everything. While exploring current expressions of colonialism, I said to Beatrice,
“even the way we talk and media, and . . . the awful cartoons, and all of that . . . I would
classify as colonialism, in action, now”. She replied, “Except that’s what we are. I mean,
that’s inherent to everything. . . . All of our systems are built up around that”. George
said something similar: “there was . . . a whole lot of things, deliberately or conveniently
. . . just codified into law and practice, just systemic bits of oppression, that continue”.
Beatrice characterised the problem of ‘common sense status quo’ prevailing:
I always thought democracy was the best thing, it’s like ‘of course!’ . . . it’s
not until you really start thinking about it and challenging it . . . maybe it’s
actually not! Maybe it’s just that all of the big white people say that democ-
racy is the best . . . I think it’s exactly the same thing, which is that we think
we’re led to believe that . . . everything . . . Europeans brought over and de-
veloped . . . [is] the right thing, and Māori is the other, over here.
In thinking about where responsibility might lie, Eddie mentioned the role of the
media in promoting the monolithic identity idea, and George went further, saying:
It’s also . . . pushed by . . . right leaning media machines . . . I don’t know which
is worse, whether they don’t believe it and are prepared to do it for the
money, or whether they do it long enough and they begin to believe it.
5.6 Conclusion
It was striking that when discussing generalised Pākehā identity, participants offered
few positive traits. Although some tropes arose, they were presented in a critical, and
somewhat detached way, questioning whether they were just things we think about
ourselves, rather than embody. Participants were comfortable and insightful discussing
divisions, racism, privilege and power, and barriers to engaging with colonial struc-
tures. While some participants were glib, there was also empathy, and a tone of sadness
and frustration. It was evident that they were all on their own journey through engage-
ment with this topic, which is highlighted in the next chapter, where their formative
experiences are explored.
6. Participants: Formative experiences
6.1 Introduction
“It opened my eyes to the experiences of a number of my colleagues, who I see as the
most amazing, strong, leaders, great colleagues, beautiful people . . . I was just completely
oblivious . . . even just . . . walking into our workplace, they were almost . . . armouring up”
(Fabienne).
The following interview questions led to the conversation behind this chapter: Can
you think of an event in your life or something that you experienced that has influenced
or changed the way you think about colonialism? Why do you think some people are so
defensive about this topic? Can you tell me what things have led to you being able to talk
about this, even though it may be uncomfortable?.
The purpose of this chapter is therefore to explore participants’ formative experi-
ences. Their answers varied broadly, though with substantial overlap. Key themes in
this chapter are: living overseas, how to come to see complicity, influential relation-
ships with both Māori and Pākehā, family and childhood influences, exposure to his-
tory, activism and workplace experiences, and approaches to personal accountability.
6.2 Living overseas
Almost all participants had either spent time travelling, or living overseas, and men-
tioned this time, or their return to Aotearoa, as formative. Beatrice explained:
When I was 16, I did an exchange, over to [South America] . . . over there,
I would see a lot of the culture, and I was sort of trying to explain how in
New Zealand there just isn’t that. So I see Māori culture, and everything
that comes with it, because it feels like it’s an incredibly . . . deep, precious,
wonderful thing, which is just steeped in culture, and then there’s the ab-
sence of culture. Which is Pākehā. And so, when I was 16 and having that
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kind of realisation, I think part of it was . . . the embarrassment of not even
knowing who we are.
Similarly, George said, “the first six months I lived in France taught me a lot more
about New Zealand than it did about France”, and “I don’t think I really thought about
what it is like for immigrants in New Zealand before I became an immigrant myself”.
For Charlotte and Andrew, returning home re-engaged them. Charlotte confronted
“some racial biases I found travelling”. Before travelling she “didn’t have much of an in-
terest in New Zealand history”, but returning “gave me much more compassion . . . and
interest in the dynamics and politics in New Zealand, particularly around race and the
history”. Andrew said, “I think I’ve failed to properly engage with New Zealand while
I was overseas . . . coming back to New Zealand . . . I think some of my structural anal-
ysis might have been a bit flimsy”. For some participants, engaging with structures of
power overseas that they were less entangled with, was a route to seeing complicity.
6.3 Seeing our complicity
Andrew described his work overseas in the humanitarian field, his interest in injustice
and structural oppression. I suggested seeing structures he was not complicit in may
have helped him see structures he was complicit in. He responded, “that specific point
about being attuned, or being more open to understand one’s own complicity with
colonisation and settler identity because you’ve been able to understand structures of
injustice . . . that you don’t feel complicit in? Don’t know. . . . Maybe“. He went on to say:
I don’t think your entry point can be Pākehā identity, frankly, I think if you
wanted to get people on board with this kind of thinking . . . you’ve got to
start with understanding structures of power. And it might be that that is
easier when it is [in] financial terms. . . . The economic analysis, it’s way
more compelling for people than the race frame. . . because it’s not threat-
ening to them, because . . .
I prompted1, “Because it doesn’t challenge their identity?” He agreed: “Because it
doesn’t challenge their identity”. Charlotte raised another indirect route:
1This was the interview which led me to consider whether I was ‘leading’, as discussed in my Method chapter.
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I think I delved into . . . feminism, deeper, more quickly than I delved into
this colonial reality . . . but then there are . . . very similar power dynamics
to racial structures, and that helped me understand it way quicker as well.
. . . Humans do structural oppression very similarly.
Both Charlotte and David mentioned the expression that if you’re used to living with
privilege, equity feels like oppression. Charlotte said, “Sometimes you just hear it
worded in a way, and you’re like, ‘oh! I get it!’ ”. Fabienne mentioned she had been
helped by reading DiAngelo’s work on white fragility, and breaking down a good/bad
binary of “racist bad, not racist good. Conflating racist and racism”. Instead, she said,
“once you move this conversation out of the good/bad binary, and you go ‘you had no
choice into where in this system you were born, but that does not . . . mean that you just
go with it’ ”.
George talked about feeling like an outsider:
I found it a lot easier to learn how society was structured when it’s . . . France
and America, and I’m not invested in it . . . I’m really interested in it, but
from a place of detachment . . . I can look at this and I can see problems
because they’re not my problems.
He elaborated that it helped him to see that “things that I had taken for granted and
. . . thought were . . . just how the world is, and then it turned out that a lot of those things
were just choices that New Zealand society had collectively made”. Finally, he said, “it’s
very clear to me now that . . . I’m complicit in it and I benefit from it, regardless of my
feelings about it”. Taking this further, David said,
It’s particularly personal because I do feel both the personal, and a kind
of connection to a family history and group history or complicity in the
wrongness, and so . . . feel a responsibility to want to be part of, solutions,
or at least . . . undoing ongoing and further harm.
For some participants, a sense of connection, and relationships with both Pākehā
and Māori had contributed to this sense of responsibility to undo harm.
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6.4 Relationships
It was clear a sense of connection was important. Eddie said, “you open the Stuff com-
ments section, and it’s just you feel like you’re one against the world”. Similarly, Andrew
said he was “wanting to be in the fight with people. And wanting to . . . be on the right
side! Yeah!”. He elaborated:
Maybe you admire some people who have been . . . victimised by your posi-
tion in political power, and . . . you admire them for fighting against it, and
you want to be seen as helpful to them, and you definitely don’t want to be
seen as unhelpful to them.
This section covers a variety of relationships, in-group and out-group learning, and
positive, as well as negative learning.
6.4.1 Learning from Pākehā
Eddie told me something a Pākehā activist mentor said in a Treaty workshop: “I have
looked at the situation and . . . I can either be here by right of conquest or right of
Treaty and I choose to be here by right of Treaty”. He called this “one of the biggest
. . . realisation learning moments . . . and what I try and set up my activism . . . around”.
David said, “I do feel a sense of . . . identity . . . belonging . . . and connection to, work-
ing with other Pākehā who are doing . . . social justice work, Treaty work, doing work
. . . to be, decolonising basically”. He acknowledged struggling to engage with other
Pākehā groups, wishing he had created opportunities, “to be doing that work with
other Pākehā, and learning from other Pākehā”. He explained this as “quite reflective
of . . . as Pākehā . . . our lack of social solidarity, we don’t have [have] strong . . . hapū net-
works, you know, or any equivalent . . . [or] marae”.
When I asked Andrew, “I know that you have a Māori woman on [project], and yet the
one that you’ve learned from is the white man”, he replied, “maybe because I . . . identify
more with [him], because he’s like me, he’s a Pākehā dude”. I clarified, “So it’s easier to
learn more about yourself from someone who’s like you than to be challenged by the
‘other’ in this sense?” He responded, “I think that is true. Which is . . . why I think there’s
such a responsibility for people like [him], and people like me and people like you, to
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help each other.”
Charlotte, David and Eddie all said other Pākehā behaving in a way that made them
uncomfortable was formative. Charlotte said, “having a chat with someone where they
are super blind to that privilege, then makes me really, way more uncomfortable about
mine”. David described “a kind of self-righteous jealous feeling . . . I feel it quite per-
sonally when I feel other people being racist, and that kind of bothers me in a way of
there’s part of ‘you’re making me look bad, you’re making us look bad, you know, stop
it’ ”. He raised this three times, and the frustration included someone taking up space:
If I see an older white guy, taking up space in a meeting . . . part of my
. . . reaction to that is . . . ‘look, I’m consciously trying to make an effort not
to take up all the space in the meeting and it’s not so you can talk, buddy’.
. . . I feel resentful that they are not taking their share of the responsibility.
Eddie told me he witnessed someone teasing their daughter’s boyfriend for being
Māori, in the way he would tease someone for being short, not strong, or not a hard
worker. The boyfriend said, “oh, it sucks but I put up with him because he’s your old
man”. Eddie realised “this man who I love doesn’t realise it but he’s being really su-
per harmful. . . . And while I think that he’s a good man, he is also a racist”. This was
formative because it was:
The first time that two people I knew in real life had disagreed about some-
thing and I’d heard two sides of the issue without the other person there.
And it was like, ‘oh OK, so there are two sides to every issue, and that one
happened to be, a racially based issue’. And that whole experience made
me really uncomfortable.
Alongside learning from other Pākehā, learning from Māori had been important.
This occurred through seeing the impact on friends and colleagues, engaging with iwi-
led protest movements and Māori spaces, and feeling anxious and challenged. They
also discussed the danger of burdening Māori with having to teach.
6.4.2 Learning from Māori
Andrew said it was important to “hav[e] more mixing between Māori and Pākehā.
. . . Most Pākehā don’t have any Māori friends”. Yet almost all participants discussed
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learning from Māori friends, colleagues, fellow activists, and in David’s case, a stranger.
Charlotte told me about an early relationship:
In primary school, . . . there was . . . this one Māori girl in my class who was
my friend. . . . I was probably about seven or something, and being like, ‘oh
wow, she’s the only one, imagine if it was the other way around. . . . what if
I was the only Pākehā girl . . . in a class of Māori people’. And I remember
thinking about that.
Fabienne said a noho marae2 was “massively impactful, the way that from the mo-
ment we were welcomed on, we were treated as though we were people of the land, and
we’re such a diverse group, and that was really beautiful”. She discussed the impact of
“strong relationships and friendships, across the cultures, around my workplace”, par-
ticularly hearing the lived experiences of her colleagues, “it was personal, it wasn’t, out
there, it was that colleague feels this way. And I care about them, so I care about how
they’re feeling, . . . I want to understand”. She described these workmates discussing
institutional racism: “one . . . got up and quoted a person, and just from the descrip-
tion they gave of the person I knew . . . exactly who it was . . . and they were one of my
colleagues”. She realised:
When they’re just doing their work, day to day, that’s the battle that they’re
battling, alongside, as part of, intertwined through all of their work, when
arguably the work of my team is similar in nature, but I don’t have to grap-
ple with any of that.
After the Christchurch shootings, her colleagues’ reflections led to a discussion with
a Pākehā colleague:
One of my colleagues led this really fantastic reflection of just naming and
acknowledging a whole range of emotions that were sitting around the
group. And there was mention of colonialism . . . and anger, and rage, . . . I
was kind of just sitting in there going, ‘I’m not feeling that but I know my
colleagues are’ . . . but the conversation I had with the colleague afterwards
2An overnight, often multi-day visit to a marae; noho: stay (Noho, n.d.); marae: “Marae are a key feature of Māori
society. The marae is a place where the Māori language can be spoken, where customs can be explored and
debated, and where important ceremonies, such as welcoming visitors, meeting inter-tribal obligations, or
farewelling the dead can be performed. The marae is a wāhi tapu, a ‘sacred place’ which carries great cultural
meaning.” (Te Puni Kōkiri, n.d.).
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was, he was dismayed, I think . . . ‘why has that been brought into the con-
versation, this wasn’t . . . an attack, on Māori, or it wasn’t . . . anything to do
with colonialism . . . so why, why?’
She continued,
[I] said . . . ‘I can really appreciate that emotion, because what this has brought
up is actually something that is far deeper set in New Zealand and yes, ties
back to . . . our settler roots and colonisation’, and I kind of just challenged
him a little and said that I think that there is actually just really legitimate
feelings there and I know that they exist in our group, so we need to be able
to actually just hold space for those, and . . . try . . . to actually engage around
them, rather than pretend they’re not there, or respond with . . . frustration
and an anger, that someone has mentioned a feeling of anger and rage.
She said, these experiences “prompted me to think far more deeply about the role of
race and culture, around our New Zealand identity and what that is . . . because I hadn’t
. . . really thought about it, strongly, previously”.
Charlotte spent a lot of time at Ihumātao, and described the “very open and honest
conversations” that “sort of cleared up some of my viewpoints around . . . what colo-
nialism has done, and you really see it very clearly I think when it’s in such an im-
mersed, community . . . I’d never been in a space quite like that before”. As she returned
multiple times to Ihumātao, the number of Pākehā dwindled and the tone changed. A
later time, she said she was:
more comfortable because I knew more people and I was . . . welcomed
there, and I was doing useful work there and it was fine, but also I was less
welcome, because . . . there was just less and less Pākehā people there, and
it got more and more, just honest, about the way that it was talked about
. . . And it was never a personal attack on me, but often people would talk
about Pākehā minds or colonialism, and . . . you’ve just got to sit in it and
be like . . . ‘yeah’.
David discussed a conversation with an older Māori woman, where he “didn’t end up
actually agreeing, entirely, with where she was coming from but . . . could understand it
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a bit more”. He said,
I can’t imagine we . . . vote for the same people or would necessarily agree
on a lot of political or economic . . . stuff, but . . . I did start from the assump-
tion that this woman is . . . not just Māori but . . . a leader in her commu-
nity . . . respected and has status in that community . . . I respect her to start
with, and then want to understand more about where she’s coming from on
things that I maybe don’t agree with . . . You don’t need to agree with some-
one to respect their human rights . . . in a similar way, you don’t need to
. . . agree with someone who’s Māori to respect that they are tangata whenua
with . . . tino rangatiratanga as a community . . . That’s the most base level
that you can start from, and . . . then there’s all sorts of nuances, to unpick
and understand.
Beatrice talked about being “hyper aware of [her] Pākehāness” at an event, a “pretty
Māori space”. She said, “It wasn’t a culture shock . . . but I also felt . . . very white. . . . But
there was . . . none of those kind of little things crept in where I was like, ‘that’s a racist
judgement’ ”. This contrasts how many participants, including Beatrice, described ‘catch-
ing thoughts’ in other contexts. It seems that being hyper aware in a majority Māori
space foreclosed that process.
There was a tension between the grace of people participants were learning from,
and the risk of free lessons from marginalised groups. George said:
If I was in New Zealand and I was making . . . efforts to . . . learn more about
Māori culture, language and experience . . . I would need to shut up and
do a whole lot of listening . . . and to know that I would put my foot in it
. . . and ask . . . dumb questions that I should spend a bunch of time reading
before just asking somebody to explain this thing to me that they’re prob-
ably exhausted of talking about. . . . It’s a thing that I . . . intellectually un-
derstand a bit more of now, from living in the States and seeing . . . people
of colour, just, the way white people treat them and the way white people
expect . . . free lessons on race relations, and expect people of colour to just
provide that whenever they want it.
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David, similarly, talked about Pākehā at Waitangi, who “saw their role in a quite prac-
tical sense, as being there to, . . . talk to Pākehā, welcome Pākehā coming in . . . ”. I said,
“Without burdening all of the mana whenua . . . ?”, and he replied, “Exactly”. He recog-
nised “a lot of [his] experience involved . . . quite a lot of Māori being quite generous
with their time and work . . . in ways that I wouldn’t necessarily want to say, ‘hey this is
the way . . . for everyone’ ”.
Fabienne said, “a [person] that I’ve heard speak about this . . . his biggest moments of
learning and development, and humility . . . were wrapped up in the moments where
he acted or spoke, and he just got it so wrong. But was met with a grace that allowed
him to just . . . try again”. She acknowledged, “and I’ve had, really great people who have
been, really gracious . . . and . . . amazingly responding to the fact that, simply I’ve been
responding with curiosity”. Andrew also discussed two Māori friends helping him see
a mistake: “they did it in a very . . . kind and generous and sensitive way, and . . . sort of
got it out of me”.
However, many participants talked about feeling anxious with, or intimidated by
Māori sometimes, learning to be challenged, and not take it personally. Fabienne said,
“Sometimes there’s people that I’m quite anxious around. . . . I kind of go, ‘I feel like I
need to get this right around you or I’m going to get really called out’ ”. Andrew ac-
knowledged the importance of:
wanting to have those relationships, and having those relationships in a
genuine way . . . also maybe feeling the tension between . . . feeling safe with
people, but also feeling slightly . . . challenged and . . . intimidated. But I
think that’s a good dynamic. For helping me to overcome the defensive-
ness.
In order for the tension to be ‘productive’ in such relationships, it seems there is a
line. He described another colleague as ‘just relentlessly principled, and so unwilling
to . . . back down from a principled stance in order to make people feel comfortable
. . . and if I’m honest, I probably found that a little bit too challenging”. He continued,
I wouldn’t say that I didn’t learn from [her] as well, but I probably felt slightly
intimidated by [her] . . . I didn’t want to . . . get things wrong, and . . . disappoint,
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and I think people do feel like ‘Fuck, am I going to get this wrong’.
David said, “that’s quite an important ongoing thing to be able to do . . . hear chal-
lenging things . . . reflect on . . . your part in that . . . what you contribute to that and then
commit to . . . not doing it”. He conceded:
It is hard to sit and listen to . . . how and why a group of people are bad and
wrong, when you’re part of that group . . . But . . . part of committing to being
part of a change is . . . just getting better at hearing that and not really taking
it personally . . . I can’t change being white . . . I’m not going to try to deny
being white, and a man . . . I’m also not going to deny . . . that I benefit from
and, in ways that I’m not always aware of, participate in those . . . aspects
of oppressive . . . positions. . . . I want to be comfortable enough to listen to
and to hear . . . other people’s experience of what white people do, or what
white people are like . . . and then to reflect on, ‘oh, do I do that?’ . . . And not
feel like I have to . . . ‘not all Pākehā’.
Charlotte said, the words ‘colonialism’ or ‘racism’ may seem like a personal attack,
but she came to realise, “it’s [not] necessarily ever a personal attack . . . when you talk
about colonialism, it’s talking about this huge . . . framework that sits over us and under
us”. I asked how she felt as an individual. She answered, “comfortable, but I think only
in a constructive way”. I followed up, “Do you think that there’s a productive tension
then, in feeling challenged and . . . continually on the verges of being uncomfortable?
. . . There’s . . . an edge there, that you need to inhabit?” She answered, “Totally . . . and I
think you really need to re-evaluate that line all the time”, elaborating:
. . . a moment where you notice, either that guilty feeling or those biases
that come up, or you taking up too much space, or that moment that you
should have stepped in and did something . . . or when you’ve done some-
thing good and you have stepped in when you needed to and it was hard
. . . it’s just recognising in those moments that you did something wrong, or
you did something right, or you don’t really know what you did and what
could you have done differently . . . it’s just really being conscious of how
your mind actually is working and how your subconscious works.
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Fabienne named this a daring:
if I want to learn and grow and develop, and understand, and engage, in a
way that’s kind of authentic . . . there’s sort of a daring that goes with it, and
I’m not always going to get it right . . . I know there’s those little bits of fear,
going, ‘I’m going to screw it up and it’s going to be awful’, and what I don’t
want to do is insult anyone.
I called this a ‘push and pull’, and she responded:
Where I’m newly confronted . . . you kind of get snapped back a bit into
‘[gasp], bad. I’m bad’. . . . Or you go, ‘why does that even matter?’ But then,
as it kind of sits, the anxiety, the stress, the initial reaction kind of fades,
and [you] kind of explore it a little more.
She gave the concrete example of when she was challenged about wanting to trans-
late something into te reo Māori, where she was initially confronted but then eased
into trying to understand:
It was . . . one of those moments where you’re standing in front of a whole
bunch of people and you’re like ‘I have no answer to this’. No-one’s ques-
tioned it . . . and he questioned it very strongly . . . But I had a conversation
with him about it afterwards . . . and a couple of other . . . Māori staff . . . to
really understand. And, we got to a point, where I . . . went, . . . ‘I don’t to-
tally get it but I get enough of it to know, that it’s not the right time for this’.
. . . But that was . . . such an awesome learning conversation for me, because
. . . the guys were so open, so direct, so earnest.
Alongside these personal relationships with both other Pākehā and Māori, family in-
fluences and childhood experiences had contributed to participants’ ability to engage.
6.5 Family influences or childhood experiences
Charlotte told me about early exposure to Māori, and the values her mother had in-
stilled. Her mother learned te reo and was a social worker at the marae, meaning Char-
lotte was “engrossed in it, and integrated, by, in it”. People often thought their family
were Māori. She said her mother had “always been pretty radical in her challenging of
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the status quo”, and “creat[ed] a space for us to be free thinkers as kids”. She said,
If you are raised to be . . . one of the thinkers that thinks inside the boxes
that you were given . . . there’ll be super smart people out there but they
can’t think in a new way . . . to then really analyse your own thoughts . . . is
a skill that you have to learn . . . if you learn it as a kid you’re lucky because
you learned it unconsciously because you just learned to . . . think freely
and be creative.
She also told me being “pretty weird as a kid” played a role:
When you’re always someone who has experienced life . . . a little bit on the
fringes, and you become . . . OK with that, it becomes a lot more easy to
. . . be uncomfortable in those situations or . . . analyse your uncomfortable-
ness . . . sit with the people that are living on the fringes . . . hear about it and
really . . . soak it up because you just innately have more empathy for what
that might be like . . . It’s almost like you can just hear their struggle, you can
go, ‘I get it . . . I haven’t experienced it’ but you can understand it.
David said he “started from probably . . . my parents’ values and my family values
and then just kind of maybe, developed it a bit from there, or developed my own un-
derstanding a bit more”. Andrew also mentioned his parents who “were thinking about
power, and structures of power and injustice . . . and so there’s the starting point I guess,
is having an intellectual and political orientation that wants to understand structures
of power”. Eddie’s experience was different. His parents were migrants, and their “at-
titudes to an awful lot of things is, ‘bloody Kiwis’ ”. He said, “it’s probably had an im-
pact on me [that] whenever Kiwi identity is being discussed [it is] . . . specifically Pākehā
Kiwi identity. Not that my parents ever really made a massive differentiation there”. He
also said, “my dad I think is a lovely man who tries to do . . . the right thing, but he is
consistently stereotyping . . . pretty much every group that isn’t his own”. For some par-
ticipants, another formative experience was exposure to history, either in school, or as
an adult.
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6.6 School experiences and learning our history
Participants had a mixed experience of learning our history in schools. George, when
asked about schooling, was initially unsure, saying, “I think I was taught New Zealand
history in schools?”, and was surprised when I mentioned the recent announcement
about compulsory history teaching (Ardern & Hipkins, 2019). He concluded, “I have a
better understanding of it than my parents did, and that was a result of . . . New Zealand’s
colonial past being taught in school in a way that’s quite different from their genera-
tion”. Beatrice and I discussed the same announcement. She didn’t mention anything
about learning history in school, just saying that she had, “definitely . . . an awareness
. . . it’s not built on a really lovely history”.
Andrew and David were both influenced by history teachers. Andrew said, “I did
have a good history teacher in fifth form . . . he was really exploring those topics, that
was pretty formative”. David said he had a very good seventh form history teacher, and
told me his response to learning Aotearoa’s history:
I remember being . . . excited by it . . . I would read the history . . . James Be-
lich’s books of New Zealand wars . . . I was able to react like this because I
was so detached from that history . . . I didn’t grow up with it . . . I think that
I did identify . . . the injustice of the history and I identified quite strongly
with the histories of resistance . . . so that’s what I think I was excitedly re-
sponding to.
This obviously stayed with him. He continued, “I still find it . . . something I really
value about the history of resistance in this country where . . . a lot of Māori resistance
actually succeeded to a much greater extent than is . . . widely known”.
Eddie said, “I have a reasonably good understanding of the historical context, as
someone who’s not a scholar, but I’ve taken a couple of courses on New Zealand history
. . . I think I have a reasonably good understanding of that link between historical injus-
tice and modern injustice”. Fabienne remembered, “I didn’t learn any of it in school.
In fact the history that I did in university was world history”. Further, she said, since
there wasn’t anything about “colonisation, and the Treaty, and what biculturalism in
New Zealand really is [. . . ] now it’s kind of this discomfort of . . . learning, understand-
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ing, not really, even yet, remotely understanding, . . . sort of grappling more what with
that actually means then”.
When I enquired about anxiety or paralysis about history, George was philosophical:
[I’m] not proud of things that happened in New Zealand’s history that were
. . . my ancestors and people like them . . . [but] every country’s got a whole
lot of problems . . . [and] deeply problematic pasts . . . All of us just have to
work on it . . . our colonialism isn’t special. . . . It’s part of . . . how I think
about the world. . . . There’s nothing I can do to change the past, that is just,
immutable . . . and all that matters now, is what we do in the present, and
what we choose to do in the future . . . that is all we have control over. . . . I
would consider that there would be a responsibility to redress . . . whether
or not it’s been my ancestors being involved. . . . your fellow countrymen
are suffering. That alone makes it your duty to redress it.
For some participants, that duty to redress had led them to activism.
6.7 Activism and workplaces
For some participants, there was no obvious clear boundary between activism and
their careers. For these participants, activism came first, and therefore was perhaps
formative in a different way or at a different stage. This section is therefore split into
activism and workplace influences.
6.7.1 Activism
For Andrew, activism was a starting point, although he acknowledged, “that doesn’t
mean . . . you’re going to be good at identifying and challenging structures of power,
because there are plenty of white middle aged, male activists who are probably terri-
ble on this shit”. I replied, “And gender too”. He agreed, “And fucking worse on that
probably. But I think that it’s a good starting point”.
David talked about his early activism:
I can remember being concerned even as a teenager . . . things that were di-
rectly affecting me or people I knew or things that I could sort of see around
me, was . . . privatisation and . . . hospital fees coming in and . . . the student
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fees coming in . . . I saw those as injustices and I think I did connect it a bit
to a kind of social analysis of . . . it hurts poor people more.
He said he refused to take a day off high school to celebrate the America’s Cup victory:
I don’t want to go to a parade, I don’t care about yachting, I don’t care about
New Zealand winning something! . . . But I did take a day off to protest
. . . French nuclear testing or something like that.
During his time in university, he was, “getting involved, in the students’ association
and then having . . . an engagement with Ngāi Tauira, the Māori students’ association”.
He talked about activism bridging between his detached learning of history, and
. . . to identify more personally with colonisation as a continuing problem
and one that required a response from us, and from me. So not just as part
of history that I was interested to learn, but as something that affected me
now, and affected my identity, and my responsibility.
He worked with a Pākehā peace group who “did a . . . noho marae at Te Tii Marae in
Waitangi . . . [and] a facilitated decolonisation workshop . . . [with] elements of . . . Treaty
training . . . so it was the place, the environment, the people . . . the generosity of the
group hosting us”.
Eddie talked about job-sharing a volunteer role of ‘Te Tiriti o Waitangi Representa-
tive’ with a Māori woman, and feeling empowered to do this because of being backed
by Māori. I asked, “So you’re modelling a Treaty relationship?” He replied, “that’s the
idea . . . but I probably would have been too uncomfortable to step into that role . . . but
[a Māori friend] asked me if I would. . . . I feel like I can justify in my head . . . having the
backing of Māori to be in that space?”
For some participants, particularly Andrew, activism and work were interlinked.
6.7.2 Career and workplace influences
Andrew, Beatrice and Fabienne talked about their careers or workplaces.
Andrew said his professional background was significant. Thinking about injustice
meant “constantly thinking about . . . structures of power and violence”. Also, “people
who I was working with in that context maybe [had] been activists for a long time . . . so
they were thinking about structures of power and oppression”.
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In Beatrice’s work, “there’s . . . in the back of my head . . . a checklist . . . ‘how does this
impact on the environment, how does this impact on [the] most vulnerable . . . and
what are the Treaty implications?’ ”. She was also influenced by Eddie’s mentor, calling
her “the staunchest Pākehā in terms of . . . we did bad. . . . So I think if I hadn’t worked
here, I probably wouldn’t have a lot of what I have”. About her workplace, she said:
We try very hard . . . to be less white! . . . And that says something. Right? It
says that . . . we’re not quite comfortable about who we are and about why
we’re here and about what we’ve done. And so . . . from . . . an institutional
perspective we need to be changing things because it’s not quite right.
Fabienne told me about a programme at her job, to “learn . . . the capabilities and
capacities to lead effectively through diversity and difference. . . . So it is a little bit of
how do you get yourself into a space where you can turn off the triggered defensive
switch and re-engage”. This leads us into the topic of personal accountability.
6.8 Personal accountability
“There are times that I stop and go, ‘oh crap, am I doing the right thing, am I in the right
space?’ (Eddie).”
The participants expressed a high degree of accountability. We explored the different
ways they watch themselves grow and learn: recognising and learning from a mistake,
catching thoughts and questioning biases, or innate ways of being that contribute to
their motivations.
6.8.1 Recognising mistakes and catching thoughts
Andrew talked about an event three years earlier. He was competing for a position
with a Māori colleague, who asked him to take a different position, to make space,
essentially, and he refused. Reflecting, he said,
Fucking hell. What was I thinking? And yeah there’s this Māori guy who
has been living here for ten years and speaks fluent te reo Māori, and is [a
number of other highly qualifying characteristics], and yeah, he’s great, but
I’ll be better. Shocker. It’s a shocker really.
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I asked if he was uncomfortable. He answered, “I think I am not uncomfortable
about it”. I said, “Well you are, you are uncomfortable about it. I mean your body
language is extremely uncomfortable”. He conceded,
I’m probably uncomfortable about it. . . . It’s mainly because I haven’t thought
about it. But I think it was the wrong decision. . . . Well there’s probably a
lot of wrong decisions, but a core wrong decision, was when [he] asked me
‘why don’t. . . ’ Because he was basically asking me to share power. . . . And I
said no. And I should have said yes. And I would say yes now. . . . I should
say sorry to him about that.
Following this discussion, I asked Beatrice about learning from mistakes. She said,
I don’t think there are actions, but probably more thoughts, of . . . making
assumptions . . . that are super judgemental and probably a bit racist . . . grad-
ually just disappearing . . . it’s just more of those . . . really subconscious things
where after you’ve done it you think, ‘oh hang on just a second, that’s really
fucking racist . . . why were you thinking that in your head?’
Charlotte also mentioned catching thoughts: “I remember then, tackling my own
biases. . . . it would never come out in my actions towards individuals because that’s
not how I function but I do remember realising that I did have things towards Māori
. . . in a subconscious way, you know when you see someone you might get an assump-
tion or something, and I was like, ‘that’s not cool’ ”. There was a link between catching
thoughts and our actions, and how both can influence the other.
6.8.2 Actions versus thoughts
Charlotte said going to Ihumātao had been really good “for the much deeper way of
looking at it”. She differentiated between thoughts (micro) to institutions (macro) with
actions as the middle ground:
. . . [from] all the stuff in the mind [which] is actually the way that you think
. . . colonially in terms of everything [to] the complete opposite end of the
scale, the big thing about how all our systems are framed from that colonial
perspective . . . governmental systems . . . justice systems . . . [and then] the
actions, the middle ground point [which] for me was pretty easy for me to
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reach in terms of how I hold myself in the world.
She said Ihumātao “was a very cool way to . . . confront it . . . fully . . . in myself”, to
learn where she could stand:
[It] really helped . . . [to] instead, of being . . . an internal thing that I just kind
of chipped away at . . . it did make me feel like there’s . . . a platform where I
can have a voice that is not squashing any other voices. . . . Learning how to
fit into that world, and to support . . . Māori voices. . . . To have a say, and an
opinion, but not in a way that . . . was diminishing of anyone else’s opinions,
and not in a way that was . . . loud.
The experiences at Ihumātao “helped to . . . solidify my confidence in talking about
these things . . . it was really good”.
Beatrice mentioned trying to change herself in response to someone she had worked
with who challenged her, saying “probably, maybe subconsciously in my head I was
like, ‘I’m not that person’, and so . . . how do I not be that person?” Another contributing
factor to personal accountability for a few participants was intrinsic values.
6.8.3 Innate ways of being
David explained, “in any situation . . . I’m always . . . kind of driven to try to understand
the perspective of the other group”. Similarly, Fabienne said, “I’ve always really valued
different perspectives . . . and bringing those and understanding those, so I think there’s
probably a bit of inclination there”. Eddie and George talked about the importance of
finding their roles. George said, “as an outsider I was always . . . expecting that I would
. . . be quiet and listen . . . seek to understand first, before . . . jumping in”. Eddie went
slightly further:
I try to immediately say, ‘right so what is my place in this?’ And almost al-
ways, because of the nature of colonialism and patriarchy in New Zealand,
that is, I am a person with privilege, whose role here is to speak as little as
possible, to listen as much as I can, unless otherwise asked to by someone
in the affected community, and take that whakaaro3 back to people who
are maybe not in the space to be able to do that.
3Thought, opinion, understanding (Whakaaro, n.d.).
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6.9 Conclusion
Although I had assumed a single transformative moment, it is clear the participants
are on non-linear journeys. While some formative experiences discussed could be cat-
egorised as early factors, it was clear there was ‘bleed’ into the present and future.
Indirect exposure to structural issues, or detached learning was a key way to see
around a corner to structures that we are complicit in. Relationships with other Pākehā,
at varying stages of awareness, was influential. Seeing Pākehā blindly operating colo-
nially made participants uncomfortable and aware they occupied the same position-
ality. Conversely, Pākehā friends could challenge participants to see things differently.
Relationships with Māori, including supporting iwi-led protests, was a good way
to learn. Seeing friends and colleagues affected by racism was eye-opening. Feeling
slightly challenged was productive, though there was a recognition we need to learn
not to shy away when witnessing Māori anger or unwillingness to centre Pākehā com-
fort. Curiosity, humility and willingness to grow and learn seemed to be key. These




“That’s my Pākehā identity. It’s one that is uncomfortable, and requires a sense of reme-
dial action, in a way, to help dismantle the structures of power that are bound up with
being Pākehā” (Andrew).
The following interview questions led to the conversation behind this chapter: Do
you think there’s a general conflation of Pākehā and New Zealand when some Pākehā
think about identity? Do you think you have a different perspective? Why? How much
are you aware of the impacts of colonialism to New Zealand? Do you think that has
impacted your understanding of your Pākehā identity? What does being Pākehā mean
to you? Are you proud of being Pākehā? Is it a comfortable identity for you? Can you
tell me what emotions come to mind when you think about these topics around identity,
colonisation, decolonisation?
The purpose of this chapter is to examine how my participants thought about their
identities, the markers they draw upon or reject, and how they feel about being Pākehā
specifically. The key themes this chapter therefore covers are: a sense of absence, hy-
bridity, stories of migration, Te Tiriti as a grounding influence, the role of the nation
state, the specificity of ‘Pākehā’, motivations and the drive to redemption, emotional-
ity, comfort, and the non-linearity of the journey.
7.2 Identity-making for participants
It was apparent that identity was relational. David immediately said, “a New Zealand
identity is inextricably . . . tied up with how I feel about colonisation and my relation-
ship to it”. Both Andrew and Fabienne mentioned biculturalism, with Andrew saying,
“I guess there was a big focus on biculturalism and the sort of, re-understanding of
the Treaty as a document in the 80s, and the 90s . . . so that was my identity growing
up, a sense of biculturalism”. Fabienne said, “there’s something there around bicul-
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turalism. I think a lot of New Zealanders probably see . . . Pākehā and Māori as being
quite key parts of our national identity and probably this belief that . . . we do that well”.
However, for all participants, in their different ways, identity making was rather more
complex and multi-faceted than the general Pākehā identity-making described earlier,
but a sense of absence was also present.
7.2.1 An absence of culture
Beatrice described an absence associated with being Pākehā, saying she “always re-
ally struggled with what it means . . . that kind of lack of culture that we have if it’s not
Māori culture. So what it is, you know there’s the big space, I see where we don’t have
a culture, we’re not Māori”. She said, “it boils down to things to me like, ‘what’s your
national dish?’ . . . I’m like, ‘I don’t know what my national dish is!’ ”1. I asked if it was an
absence of meaning. She replied, “it’s the cohesive meaning. So, if I think of any other
. . . country, I have a understanding of what that means, and whilst you’re still lumping
a bunch of things together, it’s still . . . a thing. . . . Whereas Pākehā . . . I just don’t know”.
Fabienne also said, “when I think, well . . . what is Pākehā New Zealand culture? . . .
Sometimes I feel myself, quite envious, because I go, well, I don’t have culture”. She
continued:
Elsewhere in the world, I would feel pretty grounded going, ‘I’m from New
Zealand’, and almost let the hearer sort of assume what that means and
the culture it means, because I can’t necessarily put it into words. . . . I have
been . . . more unsettled, or feeling less grounded when I’m actually in New
Zealand, because that’s when I’m home, but I’m observing so many cul-
tures that I can sometimes get hung up on going . . . ‘what is mine, I need
to put it into words, or I need to be able put it into . . . defining actions, or
rituals’. . . . If I dwell on that, it can cause me to feel a bit ungrounded.
Related to the idea of a lack of cohesion, is the recognition that Pākehā is also a hy-
brid identity.
1This led to a discussion with someone else (not a participant), who said, “I feel like we take other cultures’ dishes
and put them in a pie! Butter Chicken pie! Pad Thai pie!”.
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7.2.2 Hybridity
Andrew, Charlotte and George mentioned hybridity in different ways, and Andrew and
Charlotte identified a related anxiety. George said there was “a lot of complicated like
bleed over and cross-over . . . [colonial] settlement . . . like specific activity has been over
for a while, but the effects linger, and we kind of slowly learn to . . . blend all of these
things together to some extent”. Charlotte said New Zealand identity was:
Super influenced . . . more than we know . . . by Māori culture, and also then
sort of broadened by this whole . . . colonialised British culture . . . and then
more recently, I think Americanised culture has also influenced us a lot
. . . We see more influence from America and less from Britain with the sort
of introduction of mass media as well. So I think it’s such an amalgamation
of everything . . . I think that . . . is also why New Zealanders might struggle
to have an identity, or Pākehā might struggle to have an identity, because
we don’t necessarily fit into a box.
Andrew said, “I liked learning waiata when I was growing up. . . . I want to learn te reo
Māori . . . So they are part of my identity”. He then said, “I would like to be able to feel
comfortable with them as part of my identity. In an appropriate way. I don’t necessarily
know how the appropriate way is . . . I’m just sort of navigating that, I guess we all are“.
Even with the recognition of hybridity and influence from our colonial roots, there was
very little discussion of the significance of ‘routes’.
7.2.3 Routes versus Roots
David told me his identity was bound up in “various stories of migration and settle-
ment basically”, either directly to Aotearoa, or “connecting through another history of
colonisation” (America). However, he was alone in raising this as a significant facet
of identity. I discussed with Fabienne the point Bell (2009) made about routes versus
roots, and she was surprised, saying,
At no point, have I seen that as part of Pākehā identity . . . what did not come
to mind at all when you asked that identity question, I did not go ‘Pākehā
is a settler identity’. My starting point was to go, our identity in this land.
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However, she then reflected the importance of routes during the 150th anniversary of
settlement in Otago, saying, “R-O-U-T-E-S is such a key part”. I responded, “Well that’s
probably, possibly, because of the words that I used. . . . Because Pākehā is a word that
belongs on these islands”. For some participants, their sense of belonging on these
islands is connected to Te Tiriti o Waitangi.
7.2.4 Te Tiriti as grounding
All participants talked about the Treaty, but not always as a constituent part of identity.
Eddie came close with his point about being here by right of Treaty. Fabienne though,
talked about the Treaty being:
[A] kind of underpinning? . . . A grounding historic kind of thing, it’s not a
replacement for [many] generations of being in a country, but there is this
relationship to my country that I can kind of point to a little more strongly.
. . . Actually I am a New Zealander by virtue of the Treaty. And that . . . was
actually quite a change in the way that I thought about my identity, because
now I’ll go ‘I’m a New Zealander, and while I’m not Tangata Whenua, I’m
Tangata Tiriti’.
While Te Tiriti played a grounding role in connection to country for Fabienne, for
some participants the very idea of a nation-based identity was problematic.
7.2.5 Nation based identities
Charlotte, David and Eddie all problematised the idea of a nation-based identity. Char-
lotte said she thought, “for a younger generation . . . to not really know your own iden-
tity from, like a country point of view, is probably not that unusual, because you’re so,
like connected with the entire world”. However, she did not like the term ‘global cit-
izen’, and she conceded, “where you’re born and where you whakapapa2 back, does
influence your identity, consciously or subconsciously”.
Eddie derived more connection to “the places that I’ve grown up and places that I’ve
enjoyed being in, and the people that I’ve spent my life around”. He said, “I don’t think
that . . . Australia is any more my home [than] the South Island is. ‘Cause I’ve never
2Genealogy, genealogical table, lineage, descent (Whakapapa, n.d.).
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spent any real time in either of them”, and, further, “if there’s any discussion of like,
where I’m from, as far as whakapapa is concerned, it’s almost entirely the West Mid-
lands in England”. When I pushed further, asking, “do you feel that that’s home?”, he
said no. I asked, “But you feel like New Zealand is home?” He responded, “. . . I ‘spose”.
He talked about his response to the offshore oil and gas ban (RNZ, 2018), saying, “I
think that’s a great thing, but I don’t have any more allegiance to that, as if Australia
was to do the same thing. Those are equally good in my eyes”. Finally, he said,
I view patriotism in general as being . . . quite a negative trait. . . . I think if
somebody is patriotic, then, what they are, is loyalist to a set of ideas that
they don’t have any control over. That being, either the actions of govern-
ment or the opinions of a wider population.
He acknowledged, “that distrust of that concept and that sort of groupthink idea prob-
ably comes from . . . slightly more understanding of colonial processes”. David imme-
diately also linked my questions about identity to a fraught nationalism:
My personal feelings about identifying as a New Zealander have often been
more in the rejection of an identity, than in the acceptance of it, and I think
that’s . . . got to do with my feelings about nationalism and colonisation,
and . . . not really connecting to the mainstream or dominant markers of
national identity.
He said, “I feel . . . resistant to identifying with the national team. . . . it’s easy to be
contrary about that kind of thing and it’s almost an identity in itself to be anti-nationalist”.
Some participants, including David, mentioned other avenues to identity.
7.2.6 Other avenues to identity
Beatrice said, “I don’t feel sad . . . that I don’t have something that identifies me as be-
ing my culture, because I feel like I have enough other stuff, which fills it”, citing her
family and her job, although she noted that her European partner has a strong culture
he could draw upon and in contrast she didn’t “have any of that stuff”. David raised
belonging to a counter community:
You can get your sense of identity and stability, acceptance, belonging and
so on, by identifying with . . . a status quo that you need to then protect
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from threats . . . or you can get it from . . . often more difficult to define, but
a sense of being part of a . . . counter community . . . to that dominant na-
tional identity. . . . That’s what I get often from identifying as Pākehā, and
feeling an affinity to . . . others . . . and it’s important that includes other Pākehā,
but doesn’t for me have to be limited to Pākehā . . . [it is] a feeling of affinity
to others who want similar or the same kinds of change.
This sense of affinity to other Pākehā leads directly to the topic of how participants
felt about the specificity of ‘Pākehā’.
7.3 Specificity of ‘Pākehā’
It’s one that doesn’t recognise itself as actually a particular identity (David).
Andrew said, “I think that New Zealand identity, that’s kind of one that I grew up
with, and it’s very obviously white, settler, so I think other people’s New Zealand iden-
tity might be quite different”. He said he was careful to acknowledge he was Pākehā, be-
cause “it’s a way of contributing to general understanding of these structures of power.
So I guess in doing that I’m encouraging other people to think about [that]”. Eddie also
said, “I acknowledge myself as being Pākehā, but I’ve never had a huge connection to
an identity around it. . . . And if anything, I think the ways that those identities tend
to express themselves are generally harmful”. Beatrice also raised potential harm, de-
scribing “a fear of like the more you build up, a uniquely Pākehā identity, the more you
are, in some way, devaluing or eroding what a strong Māori identity is?” She continued,
“And not wanting to do that . . . maybe that’s the tension in my head”.
David, on the other hand, said, “I can identify more easily as Pākehā actually, than
[as] New Zealander”. I asked, “Because of the specificity?” He answered, “Yeah”. He
continued:
When I said that I’m more comfortable identifying as Pākehā than as a
New Zealander . . . I’m quite aware that that’s . . . a rejection of that dom-
inant . . . desire to erase difference and . . . recognition of difference, and
. . . impose a kind of sameness that actually reflects a very particular[arity].
don’t tend to identify as Pākehā if they’re not willing to accept some . . . responsibility”.
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I asked, “So it’s a political act?” He responded, “I think it is, yeah”.
Eddie considered “the concept of identity, seems to be really, really helpful for an
awful lot of people. . . . I’m talking specifically about minority groups. But I don’t iden-
tify as . . . any . . . groups that have been traditionally oppressed . . . so I don’t understand
what it’s like to come from that position”.
Charlotte wondered if she would think to identify as Pākehā, saying, “I’m not sure if
that’s ever been part of how I’ve . . . innately framed myself”. We talked about how this
was a privilege, and she said, “Absolutely . . . I wonder if . . . it doesn’t even cross people’s
minds, because it is just your baseline, for the world”, and then exclaimed, “Like where
we started!” She talked about how Pākehā wasn’t a monolithic group either, mention-
ing her flatmates:
He’s a first generation Pākehā but his parents are Hungarian, so he’s totally
white . . . And then my other flatmate’s second generation and they grew
up in Australia. . . . Whereas . . . we’ve been here for many more generations
than that . . . But because they look similar to me . . . we all look like we could
be just many generation Pākehā, New Zealanders. It’s all treated the same
but it’s actually different.
George said he felt equally comfortable with New Zealander, Pākehā, and Kiwi, but
thought identifying as Pākehā carried “a responsibility to address problems in New
Zealand, and work on them, and work to be better partners with Māori people and
other New Zealanders”. It was clear that there was a relationship between identity as
Pākehā and motivations or politics.
7.4 Motivations and the fluidity of identities and politics
“I think if . . . you are Pākehā, then you have a responsibility to help dismantle the struc-
tures of power associated with being Pākehā” (Andrew).
In conversation with David, I mused:
I find myself saying things like, ‘is that a political thing or is that an identity
thing?’ . . . maybe the boundary is that the identity stuff is the why and the
political stuff is the how? Like I feel compelled to mark my Pākehāness and
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that is both an identity thing and a political thing, and I can’t disentangle
them, do you know what I mean?
David replied,
I guess partly what . . . you’re asking . . . is the question about . . . the lack of
boundary between the personal and political, and . . . that absolutely ap-
plies to this question. . . . there’s something about . . . what we mean by po-
litical that might . . . extend our personal commitments a bit further . . . than
we might, if we weren’t acting politically . . . or not consciously to that ex-
tent. . . . So in a way I don’t see a strict boundary or distinction, because
they’re connected, and . . . if someone thinks that they’re not a political per-
son and they’re just . . . living their lives [with] their identity that’s personal
to them, I think they’re probably . . . not being curious about how that’s be-
ing shaped by, broader political things around them. . . . I do think that our
personal identities are political, we can’t get away from that.
He reflected on how that impacted his own identity, saying,
If I had a national identity that was somehow more neutral . . . neither colon-
ised nor colonial . . . I might actually be more comfortable just rejecting it
. . . I might end up being strongly just comfortable with anti-nationalism
. . . and fall back on . . . those beliefs that I do have which are critical of states
and state borders and patriotism, and nationalism. . . . I do feel connected
to and invested in, knowing more about that history and having the history
of colonisation and . . . Crown-Māori relations and Pākehā-Māori relations
and Tauiwi-Māori relations . . . known better, and understood, and explored
out in the open.
I explicitly questioned Beatrice, saying, “I want to do those political things because
they are about our identity and us being here on these islands”. She said, “I don’t know
. . . . I just don’t see that as being about identity”. I asked, “What about then? Or like
where is the source of that?”, and she replied, “to justify our existence here. . . . to make
it OK, that we’re here”. I tried with Fabienne as well, asking, “do you think that your
determination, to engage, is . . . entangled with an ethic that sits outside of your identity
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. . . or is it related to your identity as Pākehā?” She replied:
It’s hard to disentangle who am I, who do I want to be, how do I want to
influence, what New Zealand is, and wants to be. So I think those are kind
of all tangled up together. . . . I’m conscious that it’s . . . not entirely personal,
it’s also how that works out through my work. . . . There’s a bit of an identity
part and there’s a bit of a responsibility part. I think.
Beatrice said there was responsibility “towards Māori. So it’s that, we did bad, who-
ever we is. . . . A long time ago. . . . We’re only here because bad things happened. And so,
we owe it to you, to ensure we are embracing everything about it”. David, on rejecting
nationalistic identity markers, said:
The only thing that pulls me back, to identifying as a Pākehā New Zealan-
der, is a feeling of responsibility and . . . connection, and I guess that there’s
an investedness in wanting this country in particular to be better as well.
Andrew and Eddie both talked about morals. Eddie said, “it’s always been a ‘do the
right thing’ sort of situation . . . the idea of using privilege in a way that’s positive”. An-
drew said, “it’s your only option if you want to do the right thing basically. I think it’s
a . . . moral standpoint. That you sort of decide . . . I have this power that I just have by
virtue of my skin”. Finally, he said, “you’ve got to understand how you’re affecting other
people just by existing”. While these motivations may be ethical, it is however crucial to
interrogate further, and ask ourselves whether they stem from a desire for redemption.
7.4.1 Redemption
I mentioned Tuck and Yang (2012), regarding redemption, to Andrew, asking, “what is
my motivation for this [project]? Because arguably, this is about me trying to redeem
myself”. He replied, “Could be. Or it could be that you actually want to dismantle those
structures of power because you see them as unjust and problematic”. I countered,
“Well, obviously I do, but . . . there’s a critical voice, that says, ‘but why?’ ” He responded:
It’s probably good to think about that but maybe not possible to get an
actual answer . . . It’s the same as the whole altruism question. Are we altru-
istic, because we want to enhance our own respect and power and mana
or because we genuinely want to help our fellow human?
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Talking about guilt, he said,
You’ve got to acknowledge the problem . . . and that is hard, isn’t it. You
feel sad when you do that, you feel diminished in your sense, in your self.
Because you don’t want to . . . be a person who is associated with wrong
things, bad things.
I questioned, “again we have the move to redemption?”. He agreed, “Yeah, so I think
you’re probably wanting to redeem”.
David said to me: “this is a kind of fraught motivation in some ways, but I feel like it’s
really rewarding and satisfying to me personally, to feel accepted by Māori as a Pākehā
that they can talk to, or trust”. I then told him about the point Tuck and Yang (2012)
make, that decolonisation must mean material improvement: transfer of land, power,
privilege, rather than settler redemption. I said:
It is . . . all entangled up in . . . what does accountability mean, and to whom,
and why, at a personal level, but also at a societal level . . . does it come from
. . . that drive to redemption? What is it that’s personally satisfying about
being a ‘good Pākehā’? . . . That can get quite uncomfortable, I think.
He described a challenge from Annette Sykes in a public forum, that decolonisation
must involve material improvement for Māori (specifically land return) saying,
I appreciated it. Not everyone did. . . . I appreciated the challenge. . . . It’s a
valid . . . challenge, it’s not one that I know really what to do with personally
. . . other than as a reminder that decolonisation . . . has to involve a material
transfer of resources. It’s not just about making things nice.
I raised with redemption with Fabienne too, who said, “there’s probably part of that?
I think I’d be . . . ignorant of myself if I went, ‘there’s nothing in here that’s . . . get myself
sorted and redemption, and . . . I’m one of the good ones’ ”. This same ability to evaluate
motivations and the desire for redemption was key when I asked which emotions came
up when discussing the topic.
7.4.2 Emotionality
Beatrice said, “we’re still feeling the effects of colonisation. All the time, and it’s embar-
rassing and sad”. She named “the embarrassment of not even knowing who we are”.
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She wasn’t sure about guilt, but, “definitely not pride. So . . . possibly the opposite of
that? So slightly ashamed”.
Andrew thought it was, “tiring maybe? It’s hard to think about? And maybe humility
. . . wanting to be in a position of listening and learning . . . try[ing] to feel open minded.
. . . Bit of sadness . . . maybe a bit of . . . intergenerational guilt”.
Eddie said he felt, “anger . . . sometimes. At Pākehā institutions and the way that they
function generally . . . and specifically the way that . . . is facilitated by the legal system
or the ministerial system”. He then said, “mostly . . . tired and disappointed and a bit
frustrated. . . . There is . . . a call to action”. I prompted, “determination?”, and he said,
“yeah that’s the perfect word for it . . . that I think is probably the most productive emo-
tion, that can come from that. . . there is guilt and there is sadness. But I don’t think
there’s very much of them?”
Fabienne talked about “moments of realisation of what people I admire and respect
and love go through that I haven’t seen”, calling her response to this “sort of a despair”.
She also mentioned determination, saying, “where I am at the moment, I don’t want
that determination to fade”. She linked determination to “things can get better, can do
something different, like optimism”.
Guilt was present as an emotion, but we also discussed what can be done with it.
David talked about the risk of guilt being “paralysing”, and the possibility to “disappear
. . . down a rabbit hole of guilt”, while Eddie discussed the need to balance awareness of
colonisation “constructively without falling into the white guilt trap that shuts you off”.
He said, “I don’t think [guilt is] productive”. Andrew said, “it’s not a very good emotion
is it?” I said, “well, it can be”. He responded,
What is guilt? . . . you’re taking responsibility in a way. It’s . . . admitting that
you occupy a position of power, politically. That’s based on past wrongs.
And that you acknowledge those past wrongs, and that you say . . . ‘I want
to do something about it’.
I followed up, “is it productive in that sense? Like it compels you forward?”. He
agreed, “Yeah, I guess it’s a starting point isn’t it?” Charlotte said:
Guilt and greed are the two more useless human emotions . . . white guilt
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is something that can be constructive, but guilt alone is not constructive
at all, and I don’t like it . . . I think it’s a good . . . confrontation, guilt, as a
feeling, . . . guilt has to be turned into something else, otherwise it doesn’t
do anything . . . you need to feel the guilt but then you have to transform it
otherwise it will eat you alive.
George didn’t mention any negative emotions, so I asked “there’s nothing negative in
there, there’s no guilt or shame. . . ?” He just said, “No”. He did say there was a “small
amount of pride in New Zealand being further along this path than a bunch of other
places”.
Positive emotions were present too. Fabienne named:
An excitement, or a hopefulness, that comes, when I see something a bit
different and understand a little bit more, and see what others are seeing or
hoping, or wanting to build and . . . an excitement or hopefulness to . . . see
how I can . . . support, be a part of it.
I asked, “what if there are things that you can’t be a part of?”. She replied, “I’m a problem
solver, fix it kind of person, so sometimes . . . that’s probably another angle of frustra-
tion, or . . . not quite uselessness”. I prompted, “helplessness?” She continued:
There’s probably some helplessness, but then there’s . . . when I’m kind of
seeing things happen, it’s happening without me, it’s rightly happening
without me, but I feel like I want or should be a part of it . . . and it’s those
moments of going, actually the bit of me that wants to be a part of it, and
wants to be involved and is kind of feeling FOMO . . . that’s actually another
example of . . . the coloniser perspective going, ‘I need to be in there’, rather
than just going . . . ‘some things, you need to let be and let go, of their own
accord, you don’t have to be in it’.
The emotions discussed are tightly interlinked with the level of comfort (or discom-
fort) experienced by my participants in grappling with their identity as Pākehā.
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7.5 Levels of comfort
My participants had varying levels of comfort with their identities as Pākehā. Andrew
said:
My mum would always say, ‘it’s part of understanding that you’re a visitor’.
And she always felt like a visitor because she was a migrant herself. . . . I do
feel like I’m a visitor in many ways. Or maybe a guest? Like, in an indige-
nous land. . . . I don’t take it for granted.
I asked him whether this was comfortable, and he said, “I guess I’m proud of under-
standing it, or trying to understand it”. I asked Beatrice, “why do you think you are able
to? Be uncomfortable?” Her response was, “Because I am privileged”. We talked about
other privileged people being less likely to acknowledge it, and she identified safety,
saying, “I think it’s ‘cause I’m in a really safe space, I’m not fighting for anything”. I
pointed out other people who were not fighting for anything who held tightly to priv-
ilege and she conceded, “I’m genuinely stumped. I don’t know how to answer that
question”.
Charlotte said that more recently she had been “getting more and more . . . very care-
ful with [her] Pākehāness”. Talking about Ihumātao, said, “I feel uncomfortable in the
situation because I’m Pākehā, but not as an individual, I don’t think”. She said,
I have no problem being a Pākehā, because I didn’t choose to be born who
I was . . . I’m proud to be where I am . . . to have come from where I come
from. But . . . when I sort of analytically think about it as well . . . historically
what my lineage has done, in this world . . . it is very uncomfortable . . . when
I think about the privilege I have gained from that compared to the privi-
lege that other people have . . . lost . . . because of that . . . I hate that.
As mentioned earlier, David was happier with the specificity of ‘Pākehā’ than ‘New
Zealander’, “because it’s not easier or more positive, but . . . it does feel more honest”. He
said, “I’m not sure how to describe the kind of comfort or discomfort, but . . . if it’s not
too contradictory to say that I’m comfortable with the discomfort”. He acknowledged
anxiety, saying, “I do often feel anxious going into contexts, or conversations, with
Māori . . . where . . . I will be perceived to be Pākehā and therefore I do feel . . . conscious
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of what I say and do”. He mentioned Pākehā reactions to disagreement amongst Māori,
saying, people “were often acting as if, as Pākehā we need to be . . . paralysed if there’s
any disagreement among Māori”. He said, “actually, you can take a position which
recognises that all mana whenua are mana whenua and you’re not”.
Eddie said, “I don’t feel like I’m made uncomfortable by the idea of being Pākehā, but
. . . it’s about finding that balance of acknowledging that I benefit from a system that has
traditionally benefited people that come from where I come from”. He then said, “If I
hadn’t been born here, the ratio of Pākehā to Māori would be smaller, and Māori would
be in a better position. . . . Should I leave? Probably not. . . . it’s difficult to line that up in
a way that makes sense”.
George did not express any anxiety or discomfort, and seemed comfortable in the
tension. I offered a hypothetical scenario around finding out childhood happinesses
were problematic, testing for discomfort. His response was, “probably if I examined
it with somebody who had the knowledge to point stuff out, then I would probably
find that a bunch of the things that I’d enjoyed growing up, are deeply problematic. I
certainly expect that that is the case”. When I asked if that was uncomfortable, he said,
“doesn’t bother me that much”.
Fabienne described how she perceived an ‘us versus them’:
Knowing that I was part of the dominant coloniser culture, that sort of feel-
ing of going . . . ‘where do I stand, what does that mean, am I not welcome?’
I think it’s not that far, but just this sort of confusion over what that does
actually mean, in terms of identity?
I told her a story a Māori acquaintance had related to me, ending with her saying
to someone, “sit down, coloniser”, and the anxiety I felt that I might do something to
prompt such a response. I said, “I don’t want to be that”. She said, “there’s another part
that kind of goes, ‘I don’t want to be labelled that, but if I’m behaving like that I need to
be’ ”. I asked her if she was uncomfortable with uncertainty, and she said:
At no point in my life, am I going to be able to sit here and say, ‘Penny, let
me tell you exactly who I am’. . . . I as a person, will grow and develop, so I
kind of see it a little in that way . . . I can sit in the tension of this . . . it’s the
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fixed versus growth mindset stuff. If I went fixed, ‘I need to figure this out,
and once I’ve figured it out I’m drawing a line under it’, I’m going, ‘that is
who I am, that is how I understand being a Pākehā New Zealander, noth-
ing’s going to actually shift me’, but actually taking the other aspect of go-
ing, ‘this is actually a journey of engaging and when I come across some-
thing, I need to engage and I need to learn, and . . . allow it to shape and
shift me, and then on to the next experience, which will be the same’.
7.6 The non-linearity of the journey
As discussed earlier, and as the quotation directly above illustrates, there were a num-
ber of points that spoke to a problematic distinction between formative experiences,
and the present or future. A few more related to a present tension or progression. For
example, Charlotte said, “I feel like I still . . . occasionally have to . . . sort through my
thoughts and . . . like sit”. She stressed the importance of not vilifying yourself:
I think it’s . . . looking at . . . what you think versus what you do . . . you correct
your first thought, or your first bias . . . there’s a good theory called the sec-
ond thought theory . . . people . . . vilify themselves about the first thought
they have . . . you see something and you think about it instantly, and it
might be a racist thought or a homophobic thought, or xenophobia, or
whatever it is . . . and you go, ‘woah, that’s me’ or you feel really bad about it
. . . and you think you’re a racist, or whatever it is . . . but actually . . . there’s a
lot to say that [the] first thought [is] influenced by media . . . what you hear
. . . all of those things that affect your subconscious. . . . But actually that
second thought . . . when you analyse that and then go, ‘what do I actually
think about that’ that’s the actual thought. . . . That is you. . . . So . . . you have
to correct that first thought every time, and eventually the second thought
becomes the first thought . . . it’s a really long process.
Eddie talked about catching thoughts as an ongoing practice:
It’s uncomfortable to have a thought, and think, ‘I shouldn’t have thought
that, that was a racist or a sexist thought, and you need to stop that’, but it’s
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also, I think, a skill . . . to catch the thought. . . . And I think that’s probably
the most important thing, because that influences our actions. And part of
that skill is recognising that you’re never going to be perfect at it.
There was a story I told most of my participants. With Fabienne, I said:
I had this conversation recently, with [a friend], . . . she said, ‘. . . that’s how
his racism sits on [him]’. As though, of course, it’s self evident that we’re all
racist . . . Everyone has it, it’s just . . . a disease. . . . It affects all of us. And I
went away and I thought about that and I went ‘I wonder where my racism
sits on me’.
Fabienne replied, “What a question. ‘Where does your racism sit on you?’ ”, and then
thought for a time. Finally she said, “my racism sits on me as an awkwardness around
engaging across cultures. . . . I think part of our journey as a nation is we don’t have the
language to engage in these conversations”.
7.7 Conclusion
All the participants had complex understandings of their own identity-making, through
a variety of markers. Specificity of Pākehā was forefront for all of them, and this was
entangled with their politics and motivations. They were engaged with the emotion-
ality of this topic, including the way guilt functions. Importantly, they were able to sit
in the contradictory space of being comfortable with discomfort, because it felt more
‘honest’. This contrasts the way they thought other Pākehā were unwilling to talk about
‘hard’ issues.
Key characteristics from the previous chapter: embracing uncertainty, humility and
growth, were also present here. The importance of stepping through the moments of
feeling confronted or unsure, and then daring to keep going are clear mechanisms that
enabled my participants to engage. Being on the (non-linear) journey meant holding
yourself accountable, not vilifying yourself but being able to continue correcting your
thoughts. Charlotte’s point that it is actually the second thought that is real creates
space to allow mistakes and keep going.
8. Participants: Possibilities and futures
8.1 Introduction
“I think it comes down to just, actually genuine openness to a different way” (Fabienne).
The following questions led to the conversations behind this chapter: What does the
word ‘decolonisation’ mean to you in practice? What do you think about the return of
land? What about land that may be in private ownership? What about power sharing?.
The purpose of this chapter is therefore to discuss what participants thought de-
colonisation meant. In most cases, they talked about psychological, structural and
institutional decolonisation. However, they were all, to varying degrees, open to dif-
ferent models of relationship with land. I thus start with the personal elements, move
into sharing power and making space, before exploring the topics of land and time.
8.2 Far more honest grappling
Fabienne said we need “far more honest grappling, with where the social political eco-
nomic issues that we’re facing as a nation are really rooted . . . and how race interacts
with our socio-economic systems, patterns, with layers of all of the new decisions,
challenges, drivers of change”. In order to facilitate this, Eddie said, “it has to start
from a point of knowing our history”. George talked about the value of teaching history
in schools, as “once you accept these things happened in the past . . . it’s easier to un-
derstand the present and the divisions in society in the present, because you can see
the line from, this happened, and . . . the follow on effects were this, and now we are
here”. He then raised the importance of teaching children:
I do kind of view the public school system as a way for the country to not
allow parents sole control over how the children grow up which I think is
actually pretty important . . . and I don’t really think that parents should be
able to shelter their kids from that if they don’t like it . . . it’s easier, if kids
. . . do this in school . . . they’re not granted full autonomy as people yet, it’s
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clear that they are not the ones who did this . . . The other thing is . . . kids
are not allowed to be part of the political system, they’re also not on the
hook for changing anything yet.
Andrew and David talked about trying to understand and challenge structural op-
pression. Andrew said, “I understand [decolonisation] as understanding colonisation,
and the continuing kind of impact and effect of colonisation. . . . And once you’ve un-
derstood it, and as you’re understanding it, trying to dismantle the structures of power
and the impacts on Māori”. David said something very similar:
To recognise and to challenge the colonial power structures that exist in our
current ways of doing things, and to change them . . . That includes . . . white
supremacy, or white dominance, and all its . . . forms. And, in Aotearoa it
. . . means to recentre the status of tangata whenua . . . in political, social and
economic terms.
I said to Fabienne that there are some things Pākehā don’t have a right to know. In
terms of learning te reo, her perspective was,
The question to ask is why? Why are we learning? . . . to honour or . . . again
to master? . . . I can see that perspective, of, ‘you’ve basically almost killed
this out once, why are you so interested now just because it’s socially palat-
able’. . . . I can totally understand . . . that scepticism . . . [and] if we got to the
habit of even asking ourselves that close up question, . . . why are you en-
gaging, is this ‘cause someone told you to . . . is it because this is actually a
genuine building of a relationship . . . how does this function and how does
it take us forward?
David and Fabienne raised stamina. David said, “you’re looking at Pākehā fragility,
and so, the question would be . . . how do you build . . . resilience in being Pākehā?” Fa-
bienne said, “it’s building muscle a wee bit, and building that courage to—I hope—that
increasingly on this journey I will get more courageous around engaging, even if there
is that kind of fear”. She continued:
I was really, really impacted by a simple comment that was offered to me
in response to kind of a question of, ‘how do we continue to grapple with
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all this . . . when you’ve got people of . . . differing degrees of awareness and
engagement?’ . . . which was essentially, “you do not honour the ‘other’ by
demeaning yourself”.
This honest grappling and reaching toward engaging requires a level of cross-cultural
understanding and pluralism.
8.3 Cultural pluralism
Andrew talked about the importance of understanding language and culture, saying:
the greater the understanding of te reo Māori, and Māori world views, the
greater the potential for dismantling problematic structures of power. . . . So
. . . for those of us that want to rebalance structures of power, there’s a strate-
gic interest in promoting understanding of culture and language.
I raised a potential problem, asking if there was a risk of, “forcing the kind of unknow-
able difference of the ‘other’, in this sense, into . . . into Western ontologies . . . [which]
is itself a form of colonial violence, and how do you reconcile . . . wanting to know and
understand?” He responded, “this is why I said that language is important. Because if
you’re going to understand the language and you can see it in its own terms, then you
don’t need to squeeze it into your linguistic framing”.
When I asked Beatrice what decolonisation might look like for Pākehā, she said:
The only thing I can think of is about Pākehā sitting comfortably alongside
Māori. But that is both Māori being empowered enough to be able to sit
alongside, but also everything about what we do as Pākehā isn’t great.
She continued, “wouldn’t it be nice in a very naïve way, if we could just . . . learn
. . . from . . . how Māori take care of things. And bring that over to us”. We talked about
the risk of being assimilative. I said, “I do think that the instinct . . . is to dominate . . . my
concern would be that . . . we would not be able to do that without being appropriative”.
We went on to agree that the best way to guard against this is genuine power sharing.
George said:
I would like to believe in the ideas of . . . egalitarianism, and New Zealanders
. . . systematically caring for each other, . . . using government to ensure that
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everyone is cared for and gets what they need . . . rather than this naïve idea
of equality of just everyone gets the same stuff.
I interjected, “because then they’d all get Pākehā stuff”. He continued:
People have different needs, because we are not . . . monolithic and it’s . . . our
duty . . . to give each other what we need, rather than just . . . we’ve writ-
ten down an ISO-9001-compliant, care package for being a New Zealander.
You get a flag, and you get an All Blacks jersey, and you get . . . the Buzzy Bee
. . . Lamingtons, marshmallows, Marmite, Gingernuts1. . . . Different com-
munities . . . need different stuff, and we should work so that people get
what they need, so that we can all live happier, more fulfilled lives.
As Eddie pointed out, “well, actually colonial issues are intersected with every other
issue we have”. This recognition brings us into the topic of power sharing.
8.4 Power sharing
“There’s a lot more that we could do even short of revolutionary power sharing which
also needs to happen” (David).
Beatrice told me about employee selection: “there’s a particular candidate who is
Māori and is a woman, and instinctively I was like, ‘fuck yeah, because, that’s how
things change’. But then also that’s an incredible amount of pressure on one person”.
She mentioned a Māori colleague: “[They are] just one person, but I watched them
quite a lot, and they have tried to change . . . some of the processes that we use here
. . . You change by having people who can bring that to different positions”.
This is a numerical problem. I described my job-share role, saying, “that balance
between having both of us there is good. But when there would be . . . one [the person I
job-share with] and a hundred Pennys, that would be terrible! Which is what you were
describing right?” “Yeah”, she replied. I suggested, “So maybe decolonisation is more
of a balance, of those two world views, right?” “Yeah”, she agreed. David observed:
This is a really common experience . . . to be part of processes or organisa-
tions . . . which are impacted by these power dynamics and [are] Pākehā-
1George is listing things that might be seen as ‘kiwiana’: widely seen as iconic.
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dominated, and either excluding Māori or imperfectly including Māori,
and then it’s uncomfortable to be part of that, and . . . know how to navi-
gate it.
He concluded, “what I see as really progressive, and what I want to see more of, is
organisations structurally sharing power . . . in a way that models a Treaty relation-
ship”. George was open to power sharing, but raised a concern from observations of
the United States:
[With] two viable political parties, one of them is just intransigent, and
. . . it’s just led to paralysis. . . . If we had co-equal partnerships, and you
get a really intransigent . . . Pākehā representative, who was just like, ‘my
way or the highway, otherwise we do nothing, and I benefit from nothing’
. . . That’s the thing where . . . probably it would end up needing to be a more
complicated arrangement.
Fabienne responded positively when we explored alternative governance models,
saying, “that’s something to explore, that would be fascinating . . . that’s steps down our
maturity journey as a nation, but that is a fascinating conversation. Why assume our
current governance is [the only possibility]?” In order to share power, there is a clear
need for Pākehā to make space.
8.5 Making space
“Knowing that there is a space, because there is a space for everyone’s opinion, but not
. . . claiming a space that isn’t yours” (Charlotte).
Making space came up a lot during the interviews. David told me he thought that:
Pākehā who are willing to . . . accept their responsibility more fully . . . we
need to get better at understanding that our role is really to get out of the
way. . . And to get other Pākehā out of the way with us.
David and Eddie raised Pākehā dominance of Tauiwi as an issue. David said:
Some Pākehā person will ask, ‘well what about. . . ?’ they’ll use other mi-
norities which is kind of offensive in itself, in terms of assuming that Māori
are just a minority . . . as if that is a challenge to . . . the kind of two-ness of
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the Māori and non-Māori relationship. And I think . . . it is a challenge, but
it’s a challenge to the Pākehā-centric nature of how we see the Treaty part-
ner . . . The only way in which that’s relevant, or justified I think, [is] in terms
of who bears the most responsibility to change. . . . The space that we need
to be making . . . on the one hand, is power sharing . . . an equal partnership
basis with Māori, but on the other hand, challenging our own dominance
within the other part of that partnership to be more . . . fully inclusive of
diversity. . . . With . . . all of the other groups of Tauiwi.
Eddie said, “Asians Supporting Tino Rangatiratanga2 have . . . modelled . . . the Treaty
relationship, beautifully. And better than . . . most Pākehā groups that I know of”.
David and I discussed spaces that were appropriate, and inappropriate. He men-
tioned our role holding the Crown accountable, and not wading into debates we have
no place being a part of:
I felt I had some responsibility or voice . . . on the role of the Crown, or on
the role of colonisation . . . It’s valid . . . as Pākehā also to have an analysis
and a critique . . . in terms of the role of the Crown in effectively dictating
to Māori, how . . . to structure themselves . . . when the Crown was in the
wrong, but . . . actually criticising the individuals, the leaders, the role of
. . . iwi and rūnanga and things like that . . . I think that’s an issue for Māori.
He told me about an experience at Waitangi:
The time we did . . . take quite a ‘pushing ourselves forward’ role, was when
[the] Government arrived. So we . . . took on—and again this was discussed
and agreed with Māori protest leaders . . . what different groups would be
doing—one of the things that we were kind of given to do, was challenge,
I think it was probably Helen Clark3 at the time, the Government repre-
sentatives when they arrived. . . . Keeping your own leaders accountable is
always sort of appropriate.
I wanted to find where my participants felt uncomfortable about decolonisation
2“ASTR is a group committed to supporting Māori sovereignty through treaty education with Asian communities
and solidarity with Māori-led movements” (Asians Supporting Tino Rangatiratanga, 2019) . Their website is
https://www.facebook.com/Asians4Tino/.
3Helen Clark was the Prime Minister of Aotearoa from 1999 to 2008.
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as it relates to land. I expected they would be comfortable with power sharing, co-
governance, probably returning Crown land, but that returning privately owned land
might feel uncomfortable. I was surprised by the responses.
8.6 Land
“If I lost my house to a . . . socialist decolonisation revolution, I’d be pretty happy with
that” (David).
“If there’s a popular guillotine-the-rich uprising . . . I’ll just . . . hand people my money
and pick up a pitch fork” (George).
In commenting on land ownership, Andrew said he had:
a wider class-based critique of land and property ownership, and I would
actually prefer more generally, land to be held in trust by community enti-
ties, or collective entities. . . . That may not be what Māori want to do, if we
go down the road of giving land back, but . . . I think—conveniently, sup-
portive of decolonisation— . . . land ownership is fucked up . . . because it’s
. . . been designed . . . for land owners to extract profit from land.
I pointed out, “again we have this . . . being able to talk about the issue . . . because of an
alignment with something else. So maybe it’s easier for you to understand returning
land, or giving up land, even land that’s in private ownership”. He said, “I think that’s
true”. He tested himself, asking, “what about my mum’s house? . . . how would I feel
about giving that back?”. I asked, “Is that uncomfortable?” He answered, “a little bit.
. . . But . . . I would like to do it”. He continued:
What do I want from land? . . . If I had land, I’d want . . . to know that I was
going to be able to stay here, have a right to occupy it. . . . actually . . . I don’t
really feel like anyone should own land.
He concluded, “that’s got to be part of decolonisation. . . . Give land back”. He then
suggested, “if DOC4 was co-governed by the Crown and Māori . . . all DOC land—which
is a fucking shitload—would be co-owned by the Crown and Māori”.
I asked Beatrice about private land, and she said:
4The Department of Conservation, Te Papa Atawhai.
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I love where I live . . . I bought that piece of land . . . and we built our house.
But . . . if . . . actually . . . something had to happen . . . and it’s not right, and
it’s unjust . . . then I could imagine, as long as my family had somewhere to
live, and it wasn’t . . . the depths of . . . hell somewhere, but if . . . I was OK,
then actually that’s more important.
However, demonstrating she was still in the process of ‘catching thoughts’, she said:
I assume immediately, if . . . challenged again, I’d then start making all sorts
of judgement calls about . . . what is the better use of land, and what would
it be used for and actually can you justify and . . . go down that path, which
I think actually indicates the opposite.
Charlotte started, “in general . . . things like Ihumātao . . . land that is not actually
owned or inhabited by Pākehā or by anyone . . . there’s actually no argument about it”.
On private land she was less certain, saying:
Māori were here first, and that does give a claim to the land, but also other
people did come . . . it would have to be a case-by-case-basis . . . how that
particular bit of land was taken . . . what the history of that was . . . If it is a
result of stealing and murder, like most of it is, to be honest . . . that has to
be re-evaluated . . . but also that person might not have had anything to do
with that . . . might have now created a very strong bond to that land, and
been born on that land, and I do have a lot of empathy for that.
David does not own his house, but said, “we rent a nice house, and I benefit from
colonisation just as much without having to own the land it’s on”. He added:
We could go a long way in terms of . . . restoration and . . . material decoloni-
sation . . . without getting to the point of . . . ordinary people losing the homes
that they live in . . . There’s a lot that could be done just by taking that need
to return land more seriously . . . I think it should be a major part of budgets
moving forward.
Eddie said, “mostly, . . . I feel good about [returning land] because I have a trust in
Māori institutions, Māori systems, and those Māori people with whom I’ve had conver-
sations, that that wouldn’t happen in an unreasonable way”. Fabienne made a similar
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point:
A mark of decolonised New Zealand [would] be, we wouldn’t have that sus-
picion . . . of going, oh we can’t give Māori the beaches, the foreshore, no,
because . . . they’ll block us . . . It’s . . . us versus them mentality, it is individ-
ualistic, property-right driven thinking.
She continued, “Individual property rights and private property are so ingrained in
our economic, financial, social systems, Pākehā systems, that it’s almost like we can’t
expand our thinking”. I asked about her own house. She said:
I think . . . initially . . . really uncomfortable, thinking about this piece of land,
where we’re sitting. But then, if I didn’t own the land, but was given the
right . . . to occupy it, by the owners of the land, so actually moving away
from freehold titles to leasehold titles and all those variants. . . . actually
that even changes my relationship to the land. That could actually be re-
ally useful for me mentally, because it puts me into a mindset of going, ‘I’m
here for a time, what I do, not just to my house, but actually to the land
that it’s sitting on, that doesn’t belong to me. . . . I have to look after this, I’m
being entrusted with this land’, that’s a completely different mindset.
George and I talked about corporate, farmed, and private land. About returning
corporate land, he said, “I don’t think companies are really real . . . It’s less obviously
straightforward to me how it would work, but . . . I’m open to the idea”. About returning
farm land, he said, “farms are businesses, don’t care”, but then retracted, saying:
I was probably too flippant. . . . To me, farms are businesses . . . I understand
that there are people who . . . have multiple generations of their family . . . on
a piece of land, and they are really highly invested in it, but . . . [that] amount
of investment in the land, probably crosses over into an idea of steward-
ship, . . . maybe if they could . . . understand that what is being proposed is
very similar to what they have been doing for the same reasons.
On private land, he said:
I’ve never owned property, so . . . I don’t think that I can relate to the . . . ‘this
is mine and I own it’ . . . My theoretical position—which has never been
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tested—. . . is that, once I know that my actions are pretty reasonably mak-
ing another group of people unhappy, and it’s straightforward for me to
. . . change that situation . . . then it’s incumbent on me to . . . make an ac-
commodation . . . I mean, if you know that this particular set of private land
is particularly meaningful to a group of people, and that there are reason-
able alternatives. . .
My participants appeared much further along than the mainstream in discussing
returning land, even private land. This brings me to the topic of time.
8.7 Time
“In 200 years, what [will have] evolved? How have things changed? . . . Why has it taken
us so long to get there?” (Beatrice).
Eddie was concerned about time, saying:
Everything takes so frickin’ long . . . if you were to now institute te reo Māori
in high schools, proper teaching of New Zealand history and you had enough
Māori teachers to cover that . . . you’re still talking about waiting for every-
body that finished school last year, to die, before the entire population
knows enough to have an effect.
George said, “I’m not quite sure if this is . . . Pākehā thinking . . . but there’s a bit of
me which is like, ‘geez I wish we would like, fucking get on with [decolonisation]’ ”.
Fabienne was optimistic, seeing hope in “how powerful young voices are, at shifting the
voices of the older people in their lives”, citing climate change, where she was seeing
“senior leaders in private business, who are going, ‘we need to think more carefully
about this, because my 13 year old will not get off my back’ ”. She concluded, “our
generation are likely to be the ones who really get a kick from those younger ones going,
‘we’re learning this, you currently hold power, what are you doing?’ ” David described
a process, saying:
When I’m saying decolonisation I’m thinking of that as . . . work to be done
now. And, I think you can do decolonisation work in a very colonised con-
text, and it might. . . have a variety of forms, and . . . I don’t know if there is a
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final point.
Eddie also said, “I don’t know what the world looks like when decolonisation is com-
plete, but I try to have an understanding that up until we’ve reached that point . . . I am
living, with more advantage than is my due”. Finally, Fabienne commented:
Because I’m only at this point on my journey of really understanding [how]
truly colonised New Zealand is . . . I feel like it would be quite rich of me to
go, ‘actually a decolonised New Zealand looks like, blah blah’. Is that not
just me perpetuating . . . exactly what we’ve been talking about?
8.8 Conclusion
While participants recognised the need for Pākehā to not centre ourselves and dic-
tate what decolonisation looks like, they were genuinely willing to engage, curious and
open to imagining other ways of being.
They stressed the importance of honest grappling with messy topics; needing to be
open to learning; decentering ourselves and sitting down when necessary; and explor-
ing other models of governance and institutional structures.
The topic of land was specifically designed to test for comfort, and I was surprised
how open participants were to the idea of returning private land to Māori. Some con-
ditionality remained— having somewhere to live or right to occupy— but the process
of talking it through with me, particularly for Fabienne, led to openness to other ways
of relating to land. This suggests a circularity where not talking about it contributes
to our ongoing unwillingness to not talk about it. This process must be interrupted by
brave conversations and willingness to experience discomfort.
9. Analysis
9.1 Introduction
There is an inherent tension between the literature and the participant data. Much of
the theory speaks to the problem space: whiteness, white fragility, and settler colonial-
ism. While the participants occupy that position, they do so critically, differentiating
them from the majority of Pākehā who embody uncritical, active settler colonialism.
Therefore, I initially thought theory and participants could operate as two data sources
giving a fuller picture of the entire field. As I worked through the analysis however, I
found the participant data spoke back to the theory in a more aligned way than I had
expected. This is because as we talked through the problem space in the interviews,
the participants speculated about Pākehā broadly, but also, due to the non-linearity of
the journey, they recognised colonising instincts in their own ways of being.
My initial strategy of trying to align the sections in my Literature Review chapter to
the sections in my Participants chapters totally failed. Instead, to see the alignment
between theory and experience, I had to step back and start from ‘scratch’, looking
across the all the data rather than limiting myself to structures I already had. This led to
(slightly) different themes within this chapter: Pākehā identity, seeing complicity, emo-
tionality and guilt, time and the journey, relationships, ethics and making space, and
ignorance. After discussing these in turn, I also briefly muse on where the blindspots
and boundaries of comfort lay for participants.
9.2 Pākehā identity
The identity markers the participants highlighted about a generalised New Zealand
identity broadly follow the literature. The Pākehā standard story McCreanor (2005)
describes utilises the same tropes participants mentioned (e.g. Number 8 Wire). Sim-
ilarly, both Turner (1999) and Bell (2014) mention sport, while the participants identi-
fied rugby and the Silver Fern. Their analysis of Pākehā as stoic, unable to talk about
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the ‘hard stuff’ was reminiscent of Turner (1999), who wrote that part of settler for-
getting was grief without an object, an inability to weep. The way Pākehā appropriate
Māori culture to make up for an absence also followed the literature (Bell, 1996, 2014).
Although it was acknowledged that this absence could cause a somewhat ungrounded
feeling, the participants did accept this, looking to other avenues for identity-making.
The discussion with Andrew and Beatrice about militarism, ANZAC and Gallipoli also
echoed Maddison (2012), who pointed to the importance of Gallipoli in the construc-
tion of national identity. That the participants recognised that these tropes, myths,
and narratives may actually represent more what we think about ourselves than who
we actually are, indicates they see through this standard story (McCreanor, 2005) to the
alternative accounts.
There was very little acknowledgement of Pākehā identities as stories of migrations,
what Bell (2009) calls ‘routes’. This was perhaps my phrasing of the question around
‘Pākehā’. Although Bell (2014) discusses hybridity within indigenous identities, the
participants talked about Pākehā hybridity, mentioning our colonial settler roots, Amer-
ican media, globalisation, and, not least Māori. One talked about the variety of Pākehā
identities differentiating between her first generation Hungarian flatmate, and her own
multigenerational Pākehātanga. While Māori influence was mentioned, it was tem-
pered by an anxiety of appropriation. This speaks to the ‘paradox of appropriation’:
recognition of the risk of appropriation registers complicity, while also acting as an ob-
stacle to belonging (Probyn, 2002). While the participants mentioned biculturalism,
feeling grounded by the Treaty, they did so reflexively, with the concern we only think
we are good at biculturalism. They did not seem to fall prey to discourses of authentic-
ity and acceptance on the settlers’ terms (Bell, 2014).
Uncritical, imagined (colourblind, but still Pākehā) national belonging and mem-
bership (O’Malley & Kidman, 2018; Rifkin, 2011) was problematised. The participants
disavowed the politics of homogeneity and assimilation via a disaggregated ‘one-New
Zealand-ness’ (Johnson, 2005), largely preferring the specificity of Pākehā as more ‘hon-
est’, and were careful to position themselves as Pākehā. Two rejected nation based
identities generally. Bell (1996) and Johnson (2005) write that understanding Pākehā-
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tanga, and adopting the marker Pākehā, are political acts that displace Pākehā’s dis-
cursive dominance, but does not undo its hegemony. So too, Dyer (1997), Fowler
Snyder (2015), and Probyn (2004), advocate making whiteness ‘marked’, or ‘strange’
in order to recognise itself. Almost all of the participants talked about how identify-
ing as Pākehā carried a responsibility, to encourage others to think about underlying
structures of power, as a mechanism to reject how ‘New Zealander’ erases difference.
This ran counter to the mainstream tendency to insist upon a monolithic New Zealand
identity.
The link between settler identities and sociopolitical formations (Bell, 2014; Rifkin,
2011; Turner, 2011) had highlighted the need to recognise the way settler realities are
constructed through practice, and how colonisation operates as a structure, not a com-
plete event (Mackey, 2014; Tuck & Yang, 2012). This was recognised by the participants,
one of whom talked about colonialism being “inherent to everything”. The discussion
about entitlement, and thinking we know better demonstrates what Mackey (2014)
calls ‘fantasies of entitlement’. The participants’ discussion of ‘catching thoughts’ and
the relationship between thoughts, actions, and institutions showed they recognised
these ongoing practices in themselves, and how they relate to settler creation of reality.
This awareness is related to the process of coming to see our complicity.
9.3 Seeing complicity
Recalling the “unbearable searchlight of complicity” (Tuck & Yang, 2012, p. 9), recog-
nising complicity requires an unsettling humility (Sium et al., 2012). Further, com-
plicity is the only starting point (Probyn, 2002). The participants were all willing to
discuss seeing their complicity. We discussed the possibility of recognising complicity
indirectly, first understanding structural oppression that they weren’t complicit in (via
feminism, or while living overseas). In George’s case, living in a country he didn’t feel
invested in was a factor. This level of detachment was also present in David’s discus-
sion of learning history. Exposure to complicity in a detached, indirect, or safe way
seems to have helped the participants come to terms with it.
I did not detect any sign of competing marginalities (Fellows & Razack, 1998). Al-
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though all participants would be quick to acknowledge their privilege, those who had
experienced other ‘isms’, or being ‘weird’ as a child, talked about this being a way to sit
with the lived experiences of Māori. ‘Sitting’ in this way requires an ability to recognise
emotional responses.
9.4 Emotionality and guilt
As noted, Boler (1999) argued emotional responses need to be unpacked. All partici-
pants were open to acknowledging emotional responses and looking beyond them in
this way, recognising colonising instincts in their emotional responses. Boler (1999)
described how sometimes defensive anger protects our frail identities, and reflects the
fear that privilege is not merit based. Some participants identified fear about loss of
identity and crumbling of meritocratic ideas. George was particularly scathing about
meritocracies. If privilege is based on an arbitrary social status (Boler, 1999), remem-
bering it is conferred by birth, unearned but also unasked for, can inoculate against
guilt (Addy, 2008). Charlotte and David talked about not being able to change being
white. George saying the past was immutable seemed to function in the same way to
alleviate guilt.
I was influenced by the idea that guilt should not be ‘bared’, but instead ‘borne’, and
therefore, bearable (Bell, 2004). Guilt came up organically with the participants, but
they recognised it could be paralysing and must be transformed to make productive.
Huygens (2007) warned guilt is related to Pākehā individualism, indicating individual
rather than collective responsibility, when we need collective change. This was high-
lighted by David, who noted the lack of Pākehā social structures which would help
support collective change.
Fragility is revealed by the emotional labour Boler and Zembylas (2003) describe.
This speaks to the very beginning of the theory: white fragility. DiAngelo (2011) recom-
mends reframing fragility in terms of building stamina. David and Fabienne both dis-
cussed resilience, and the necessity of ‘building muscle’ in order to work to overcome
fear and build courage to engage. The ongoing process of ‘catching thoughts’, holding
oneself accountable, making mistakes and learning and continuing all build muscle.
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Muscle and courage are required to come to terms with the ‘considerable anguish’ of
having an oppressive identity, and constantly re-examining oneself (Freire, 1996). This
was expressed as the productive tension of being always slightly challenged, or feel-
ing slightly anxious. However, one participants mentioned there was a line where it
got too uncomfortable for him. Others talked about walking an edge, re-evaluating the
line constantly, and the daring involved in this ‘push and pull’. This process takes time.
9.5 Time and the journey
Huygens (2007) writes about the time required for real change, suggesting it might take
seven generations. Eddie expressed dismay it might take one full generation, Fabienne
was more positive, suggesting younger voices might shake us up and drive change ear-
lier. Huygens (2007) and Linder (2015) acknowledge the non-linearity of the journey,
with Linder (2015) describing interconnected cogs (guilt and shame, fear of appearing
racist, and distance from whiteness) leading to getting stuck and cycling between ac-
tivism and inaction. I did not explicitly test this, but non-linearity was clearly present
in the way the participants discussed their experiences, from how they learned from
mistakes, to generally catching themselves and holding themselves accountable. This
accountability often was linked back to relationships.
9.6 Relationships
Although I discussed ontological reduction with Andrew, my interviews were not gen-
erally couched in academic jargon. However, I was struck by the metaphor of pou as
co-existing ontologies (Bell, 2017). They argue this demonstrates Pākehā identity can
be affirmed alongside Māori (without settling the relationship), and how enhancing
the mana of one enhances the mana of the other. We need to accept “having harmed
others just by being one’s self” (Tuck & Yang, 2012, p. 10), expressed by Andrew as,
“you’ve got to understand how you’re affecting other people just by existing”. However,
Fabienne’s words, “you do not honour the ‘other’ by demeaning yourself” reflect Bell’s
(2017) co-existing pou, upholding each other’s mana.
It was interesting but unsurprising that many participants talked about relationships
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with Māori being formative. I had A. Smith (2013) in mind, warning against the self-
reflexive settler/white subject who comes to see “her complicity in settler colonialism
and/or white supremacy because of her exposure to Native peoples” (para. 10). A.
Smith (2013) is writing about the confessing privileged subject, but the issue is the
same: the story is told by the white subject.
There are other problems with realising complicity via access to Māori. Boler (1999)
writes that empathy with the ‘other’ centres the self. Jones (1999) warns of assum-
ing access to the ‘other’. Berenstain (2016) argues epistemic exploitation maintains
oppressive structures (See also Johnson (2005)). This was recognised by the partici-
pants who did not want to burden Māori by asking for/expecting ‘free lessons’. I am
reminded of Saslow (2016, 2018), who describes Derek Black’s rise out of white nation-
alism. He relied heavily on personal relationships for this transformation. Recognising
the risk of epistemic exploitation, it seems personal relationships with affected groups
remains a key transformative mechanism. This underscores the importance of learn-
ing from other Pākehā where possible, and the responsibility we have to undertake to
try and bring people along with us.
Therefore, Johnson’s (2005) recommendation that whites should work on whites is
salient, and indeed speaks to the participants’ formative experiences learning from
other Pākehā (although not exclusively positively), and their responsibility to teach
other Pākehā. The model of Radicals, Translators, Early adopters and The Mass (Huy-
gens, 2007) would position the participants as Translators, especially Eddie in his role
of listening and taking whakaaro to other Pākehā, and Fabienne, mediating with a col-
league about the Christchurch shootings.
Johnson (2005) describes anti-racist Pākehā constructing their differentiation from
the mainstream, with overseas travel as a formative experience. This was a huge topic
for the participants. Other formative experiences Johnson (2005) noted included work-
place influences, which the participants discussed, and “unusual childhoods” (p. 145),
interesting in light of Charlotte’s point about being a ‘weird’ child, and also parents’
inherited values.
The participants’ musings on the importance of being connected, and on the right
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side with others matches Huygens’s (2007) findings that facilitating factors for Pākehā
change included being part of a liberation community and a sense of connected des-
tiny. Being on the right side is clearly related to an ethical responsibility.
9.7 Ethics and making space
On the relationship’s ethical dimension, Bell (2014) recommends interrupting our will
to mastery and certainty, and unsettling and decentering ourselves. Politics must be
deduced from ethics, and so too, interruptible. ‘Far more honest grappling’ demon-
strates the participants’ need and willingness to interrupt certainty and settled hori-
zons (Bell, 2014). They described the responsibility to genuinely share power, with nu-
merical equivalence and without intransigence, to make space and dismantle Pākehā
dominance. Bell (2008) argues that making space involves accepting pluralisation of
centres. This arose for participants not just decentering themselves in relation to Māori,
and recognising which spaces were appropriate, but also in relation to other Tauiwi.
This acknowledges the fallacy Huygens (2007) identifies about the dominant group’s
homogeneity.
Interruption of space, certainty and dominance involves vulnerability and emotional
labour, but is empowering (Boler & Zembylas, 2003). Boler’s (1999) pedagogy of dis-
comfort (see also Boler and Zembylas (2003)) invites us to embrace ambiguity and un-
certainty. This matches what participants said about finding ways to engage that felt
more honest, and being comfortable in discomfort. They were able to sit in that dis-
comfort or tension and examine what was underneath. They talked about navigating
their Pākehātanga being a balancing act, one needing honesty and care. Fabienne’s
fixed versus growth mindset was one way to manage discomfort around uncertainty.
Engaging with difference means denying liberal individual exit strategies (celebra-
tion/tolerance, denial/sameness and natural response/biological) (Boler & Zembylas,
2003). I did not detect these. The participants actively engaged with power structures,
and were not tempted by individual celebration; embraced difference and actively es-
chewed sameness; and showed no sign of the natural response strategy. George was
scathing about universalism with his description of an ISO-9001-compliant identity
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package. I kept watch for signs of ‘tolerance’ as a good white nationalist practice (Hage,
2000). I did not perceive anyone uncritically positioning themselves as white man-
agers of the national space. They were quick to label racism and white supremacy in
Aotearoa in general, and the tendency to disavow national constructions of identity
also guards against Hagean tactics. Their disavowal of white normativity indicated a
shrugging off of white ignorance.
9.8 Ignorance
Ignorance was very present in the literature and contributed to my understanding of
colonising processes, particularly my inclinations as a researcher and will to mastery
of knowledge. Ignorance only arose explicitly during interviews in a few places, but
was implicitly woven throughout.
The strategic and structural underpinnings of ignorance and power (Alcoff, 2007;
Jones, 2001; Logue, 2008; Mills, 2007) demand recognition and self-extraction. This
means eschewing the white normativity the participants saw Pākehā exhibit. The com-
plicated relationship with history reflected in the participants’ mixed experiences, and
their recognition that we must learn our history, speaks to the literature on ignorance
generally, but specifically the attitude toward history as ‘forgetting’ and ‘dreaming’
(Turner, 1999, 2011). As noted, Berenstain (2016) argues Fricker’s (2007) hermeneu-
tical gap can be exacerbated by the dominant group’s refusal to adopt new language.
Fabienne picked this up, noting, “as a nation . . . we don’t have the language to engage
in these conversations”.
The positive side of ignorance is the ‘passion for ignorance’ (Jones, 2001). Respecting
unknowable difference and the boundaries of the unknowable is a strategy to relate in
a non-colonising way (Bell, 2014). This came up in a few places. In Andrew’s strategic
promotion of understanding culture and language, in order to dismantle problematic
structures of power, I specifically raised the risk of ontological violence. In wanting
to learn from the better approaches Māori have to managing many domains, Beatrice
and I discussed the risk of being assimilative. Neither Andrew or Beatrice explicitly
discussed deliberate ignorance, but the discussion around risk shows that participants
9.9. Boundaries and blindspots 105
want to relate in non-colonising ways (Bell, 2014).
The closest to recognising strategic ignorance was Fabienne’s discussion about mo-
tivations behind the desire to know, sitting with feeling left out, and recognising the
coloniser instinct to want access to all spaces. My sense is that the participants un-
derstood (although only Fabienne articulated) the tension that Logue (2008) calls the
“contradictory space between the desire to know and the desire to ignore” (p 61), and
were approaching coming to terms with settlers not having the right to know every-
thing (Mackey, 2014). The related ethics of incommensurability means accepting that
decolonisation is not accountable to settler futures (Tuck & Yang, 2012) . This was re-
flected as an uncertainty about a settled end point, and Fabienne’s insight that being
prescriptive about what decolonisation looks like would be perpetuating a colonising
process.
Bailey (2007) writes that moving beyond the entanglement of identity and ignorance
demanded by white supremacy involves transcending a logic of purity and embracing
a ‘curdled’ identity. All participants were willing to engage with the messiness of this
topic. Fabienne summed this up: “I think probably this conversation has captured
the beautiful mess that is my thinking”. Messiness indicates that there blindspots and
boundaries that still need to be worked on.
9.9 Boundaries and blindspots
During my Literature Review, I was very impacted by the argument Tuck and Yang
(2012) make: “settler moves to innocence are those strategies or positionings that at-
tempt to relieve the settler of feelings of guilt or responsibility without giving up land
or power or privilege” (p. 10). I wove questions into my interviews to test boundaries of
comfort and willingness to make material change. It is worth noting that I consider the
participants I selected to be more radical and open than the vast majority of Pākehā.
Even so, there were a few moments where we butted up against a comfort boundary or
a blindspot.
The answers the participants gave about power, privilege, and land indicated they
were comfortable with material decolonisation, and did not just view it as a ‘metaphor’.
9.10. Conclusion 106
However, private land was a line where conditionality or discomfort crept in for some
participants. Still, as noted, the process of talking through it yielded a shift in Fabi-
enne’s case. There seemed to be another comfort boundary that existed when Māori
acquaintances refuse to centre Pākehā comfort. While authentic engagement is often
met with grace, or being slightly challenged or anxious, which was productive, there
was a line beyond which engagement became hard.
There were also two small blindspots. First, there was limited recognition of the value
of strategic ignorance and respecting the right to be not-known as non-colonising ways
of relating. The discussion on navigating a risk of appropriation came close, but did not
go as far as explicitly acknowledging positive ignorance as a foil against appropriation.
As above, Fabienne was the only one who explicitly discussed on two occasions that
there were spaces she had to accept she did not have a right to. The second blindspot
was the role of routes (Bell, 2009) in Pākehā identity-making. It came up in only two
interviews and one of those was prompted. This does suggest there is some slippage
into a Pākehā identity “‘born’ post colonisation out of the New Zealand soil” (Bell, 1996,
p. 156). However, as noted, this may have been my question framing.
Motivations are an important point. Tuck and Yang (2012) warn of desire for redemp-
tion (and, Bell (2009) writes, acceptance and belonging). I discussed this explicitly with
a few participants, and they were honest enough to admit that their motivations were
not entirely altruistic, acknowledging that they didn’t want be associated with ‘bad
things’ (Andrew), that it was rewarding to be accepted as a trusted Pākehā (David),
or that redemption was inevitably present (Fabienne).
Finally, I wonder how much of what the participants and I think is hypothetical per-
formativity, thus far largely untested in practice. The best way to guard against this
is to constantly examine our motivations, blindspots, and boundaries of comfort, and
actively avoid centring ourselves.
9.10 Conclusion
There is a high degree of alignment between the participants’ thoughts and experi-
ences, and the theory, across the themes of whiteness, white fragility, settler colonial-
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ism, Pākehā identity, uncertainty, discomfort, anti-racism and ethics. This holds both
for what they thought about the problem space and Pākehā in general, and how they
saw themselves as they move through complicity in colonial structures and practices.
Ignorance was an exception, not often explicitly present in the participants’ reflections.
Upon analysis however, it appeared implicitly throughout.
The participants demonstrated a critical understanding of the topic and how they
conduct themselves within it. However, as noted, there were a few blindspots or places
where a comfort boundary become apparent, as conditionality crept in. Finally, there
is a risk some topics in these conversations are, and are likely to remain, untested in
practice, and may therefore be hypothetical performativity.
10. Conclusion
10.1 Introduction
This final chapter draws together the threads from throughout this thesis. It outlines
my original intentions, and revisits the thesis process. Then the main topics within
the literature, the themes from the stories the participants told me are reviewed, along
with how these were joined these together in my analysis to give effect to my research
objectives. The chapter then closes with a reflection on the project as a whole.
10.2 The beautiful mess
I had originally wanted to seek out and disrupt Pākehā processes of defensiveness and
deflection. As is probably the case with every enthusiastic student, I was encouraged to
condense the scope of my project. Next, I continued wanting to ‘see’, via ‘periscoping’
Hiemstra (2017), the cloistered space where disruptive moments might lie for defen-
sive/deflective Pākehā, through the participants’ stories. An original research objective
in the Participant Information Sheet 1 was therefore: Theorise where possible disruptive
moments might exist for other Pākehā and in what contexts. However, this thesis turned
into a study seeking to explore the commonalities amongst Pākehā who are aware of
their colonial positionality2.
In situating the research, literature on whiteness, white privilege and white fragility
were canvassed, moving through settler colonialism to Pākehā identity and fragility.
The oblivious responses or epistemological strategies of uncertainty, ignorance, and
discomfort were all important themes in the literature. Finally, the ethical dimensions
of engaging, allyship and anti-racism completed my literature review.
Conversations with the participants were wide-ranging. The problem space included
uninterrogated Pākehātanga, the damage it causes, and what the barriers are for en-
gaging. We discussed formative experiences, why they were able to engage, sit with
1See Appendix: Information Sheet.
2I therefore removed that research objective, and removed periscoping from my Epistemology chapter.
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discomfort and hold themselves accountable. They told me what they thought about
their identities, emotionality, comfort and the non-linearity of their journey. Finally,
we discussed what decolonisation might look like, and their responses to that.
During the analysis phase, I was surprised to find a strong alignment between the
theoretical literature, and what the participants said. To see this required stepping back
from the structures I created for both theory and participant data, and attempting to
hold both simultaneously anew, to see the connections within.
These phases of engagement with the literature, conversations with participants,
and analysis were designed to help deliver on the thesis’ research objectives, which
were:
1. Explore the relationship between participants’ construction of their Pākehā iden-
tity and of their national identity, and to what extent they draw a separation be-
tween the two.
2. Explore in what ways Aotearoa’s colonial history and present inform participants’
constructions of Pākehā identity.
3. Explore how participants’ Pākehā identity is comfortable or unsettled, and whether
they embrace uncertainty and discomfort or struggle against it.
4. Explore what participants think decolonisation might mean in practice and how
comfortable this is for them.
5. Discuss any possible disruptive moments or confluence that troubled partici-
pants’ previously uninterrogated identity constructions.
Although the Participants chapters did not naturally match the objectives, I had an-
ticipated this while coding, and am comfortable my process was honest.
The title of this section refers to something Fabienne said: “I think probably this
conversation has captured the beautiful mess that is my thinking”. It is also an apt
metaphor for the entire project, capturing the messiness of shifting away from my
original plan, the entanglement of myself with the participants, and my positionality
within this subject. As such, it is worth reflecting on the entire project, as something
both messy and beautiful.
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10.3 Reflections
In this section, I reflect upon the process I followed, and— with a nod to action re-
search— how I have shifted during this project, and how the project has contributed to
a shift with my participants as well.
10.3.1 On my process
There are three points I have been particularly reflecting on regarding process. The
first is the composition of the participants. Originally all but one were recruited from
the same political/activist network. I took the opportunity to interview George, who
was living in the United States, because I thought it would be interesting to investi-
gate his slightly differing positionality. I was relieved, but unsurprised, to find internal
consistency between all participants’ language and positions, including George.
The second relates to how I interacted with the participants during the interviews. I
discussed the situatedness and entanglement of the researcher with the object of study
in my Epistemology chapter. My Interview Questions Preamble stated that the inter-
views were “semi-structured conversations, in which we meander through the various
parts of the subject together”. This framing, combined with my relationship with the
participants, led to natural conversations which included interjections or prompting. I
considered after the first interview whether it was leading, but concluded, as per Powell
and Kelly (2017) that “the stories my participants shared were shaped by the interac-
tion of their identities and mine” (p. 50).
Finally, there was one slightly jarring tension while writing my Analysis chapter. As
much of the literature is highly critical of whiteness and settler colonialism, I found
myself considering whether participants were exhibiting negative traits the theory de-
scribes, and feeling defensive of them, not wanting to criticise. I feel accountable to
them. They shared with me their time, stories and emotional responses. Although
their high degree of personal accountability and reflexivity means I don’t think this is a
serious bias, I felt compelled to add a late section on where boundaries or blindspots
existed. Even so, where I could be critical of them, it genuinely appeared that they were
aware of themselves.
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10.3.2 On the project
Bell (2014) warns against obsessive reflexivity and white narcissism by focusing on the
white subject. I was also struck by the point A. Smith (2013) makes about the con-
fessing privileged white subject telling stories, when the subaltern is denied their voice
(Spivak, 2010). However, this risk needs to be balanced against the dangers of uncrit-
ical complicity in ongoing colonialism. The best way to counter that, is coming to
terms with our Pākehātanga. This requires reflexivity without sliding into narcissism
or paralysis.
I think back to the role of action research, particularly Noffke (2012), arguing action
research is a way to directly make change and cut out the middle step. I re-read what
I myself wrote about the participants as accomplices: “We are . . . fundamentally, col-
laborating on a project of understanding our complicity in colonialism”. Much of the
literature recommends that “whites should work on whites” (Johnson, 2005, p. 145).
The participants and I were, and are, working on ourselves and each other. It was ev-
ident that through our interviews, there was shift and movement, as participants told
and reflected on their stories and thought about how to move into the future. This
acknowledges the Baradian flavour to my project, which allows for the inevitability of
intra-actions leaving ‘marks’ (Barad, 2007), both on me, and my participants; and the
potential for ripples (Kara, 2017), or ‘lines of flight’ (Marn & Wolgemuth, 2017) that
extend beyond encounters.
There was one visible line of flight. Regarding the conversation Andrew and I had
about his failing to make space when asked, where he said, “I should say sorry to him
about that”: A while after our interview, he told me the opportunity had arisen. Our
conversation had been a contributing factor in his facing this mistake and trying to put
it right3. Apologising doesn’t undo the original harm, or necessarily change the future,
but it indicates that some sort of change has been wrought.
I also shifted during the course of this project. David, during a consent check, asked
what I had learned as a researcher/writer, and a Pākehā/activist and how those things
intersect. There were many small experiences which changed the trajectory of my
3This was the person I sent information about the thesis, and an excerpt to, to gain their consent at being
indirectly referenced See Considerations for participants).
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thinking, three of which were:
First, early on, I had a frank conversation with a Māori colleague. I asked her what
she made of Pākehā paralysis. She said something matter of fact, along the lines of, “I
have no time for it, because it doesn’t do anything”. This made me realise how much
this is about action and change, not navel-gazing.
Second, Sholock’s (2012) argument to embrace epistemic uncertainty and “disrupt
cognitive manifestations of white privilege wherein white knowers expect epistemic
comfort, confidence, and mastery” (pp. 703-704) made me realise I needed to confront
my own will to mastery of knowledge.
Finally, Fabienne’s comment, “you do not honour the ‘other’ by demeaning yourself”
stayed in my head, alongside Pratt (1984): “to acknowledge the complexity of another’s
existence is not to deny my own” (p. 35).
Together, these moments alongside the rest of the extensive reading and conversa-
tions with the participants have contributed to the most important outcome for me:
an understanding that we must learn to balance on a knife edge between paralysis
and narcissism, and find a firm enough footing, from which to act with meaning and
intention, without demanding certainty. The negative emotions expressed by the par-
ticipants, which I recognised in myself (shame, guilt, embarrassment) must be moved
past, in order to stand firm, grounded, poised for action, rather than risking cringe
and slippage. This means coming to terms with being Pākehā, an identity that, yes, is
predicated on colonialism, and is often uncomfortable.
My whole thesis thus reflects my own (non-linear, ongoing) journey. I recognise
the privilege in having access to an academic institution, and the time and energy re-
quired. But I hope more fellow Pākehā embark on this journey where possible. It is also
my hope that perhaps, for some participants, being part of this project has contributed
to their journey as well, as “to borrow a metaphor from Freire and Houghton: together
enough of us wear a track by walking” (Kirton, 1997, p. 16, emphasis in original).
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10.4 Conclusion
It is worth reflecting briefly on possible future research. The most obvious future project
is what I originally set out to do: try to disrupt uncritical Pākehātanga. This would al-
most certainly involve working with Treaty practitioners, in a stricter action research
framework, rather than borrowing ideas from action research and weaving them into
a composite epistemology as I did. It would also require a comprehensive, full ethics
process, and much time. Secondly, Linder (2015) noted the probable gendered nature
of white guilt. This would be a fascinating direction for future Pākehātanga research.
However, I have achieved what I set out to do: explore the ways that Pākehā identity
can act as a barrier to, or alternatively, as motivation for engaging with colonialism and
decolonisation, and how we Pākehā can hold ourselves accountable on that journey.
This project has been as much about my own journey, as it has been about exploring
what the participants thought. Our encounters have inevitably changed all of us. This
underscores how the participants and I are in a continual process of becoming, which
will never be settled. The sense of responsibility to recognise and interrupt the colonial
processes we are all complicit in demonstrates a commitment to decolonisation, in
which we Pākehā must decentre ourselves and embrace alterity. This does not mean
that we will always succeed: this journey implies making mistakes and the humility to
learn from them and do better. Pratt (1984) calls this “be[ing] at the edge between my
fear and the outside, on the edge at my skin, listening” (p. 35). To conclude this thesis,
I circle back to the start:
There is an irreconcilable tension between the search for a secure place from
which to speak, within which to act, and the awareness of the price at which
secure places are bought, the awareness of the exclusions, the denials, the
blindnesses on which they are predicated (Mohanty, 2003, p. 101).
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This Information Sheet describes Penny Leach’s Master of Arts in Politics. It provides
general information about the project and specifics as to the participatory component.
2 Project Description and Invitation
The purpose of this project is to further understand the entanglement of Pākehā iden-
tity with colonialism. Many Pākehā react defensively when asked to consider this issue,
while others are open to having uncomfortable conversations about identity and colo-
nialism.
I therefore aim to understand where disruptive moments may have occurred with
the participants that enabled a foreclosure of defensiveness and a more critical anal-
ysis, with the broader aim of theorising where this openness might occur for other
Pākehā.
Would you consider participating in this research project with me?
3 Participant Identification and Recruitment
I am using a snowball sampling strategy to identify between 5 and 8 participants, util-
ising connections I already have in my various political networks.
The participant profile is a Pākehā New Zealander, at least first generation, who
does not consider any other country (e.g. where their parents or grandparents mi-
grated from) as home. The participants will already be on their own journey of grap-
pling with their Pākehā identity and be aware of the privilege that entails.
As a thank you for participating, I am offering a koha of a $50 Unity Books voucher.
There is a small chance we might discuss events that have been emotional. You
have the right to discontinue the interview at any time.
4 Data Management
I intend to record the audio of our interviews and transcribe them. Once you have
confirmed your transcription, I will destroy the audio recordings.
I will not identify you by name in my thesis. Any demographic information (beyond




Participation in this project involves:
• an interview with me at a suitable (private) location;
• being sent the transcript of the interview for confirmation that it is accurate;
• the possibility of a follow-up interview or questions of clarification;
• being sent the section of the thesis that discusses your perspective, to ensure
continued consent;
• being sent a final draft of the entire thesis, to ensure continued consent.
6 Participant’s Rights
You are under no obligation to accept this invitation. If you decide to participate, you
have the right to:
• decline to answer any particular question;
• ask for the recorder to be turned off at any time during the interview;
• ask for selective removal of text from the transcription of your interview;
• ask for any identifying characteristics or demographic information to be excluded;
• ask for changes in the final write up specific to your interview;
• withdraw from the study;
• ask any questions about the study at any time during participation;
• provide information on the understanding that your name will not be used;
• be given access to the full thesis when it is finished.
7 Project Contacts
Feel free to contact Penny Leach, or her supervisor, Bethan Greener, with any ques-
tions.
Penny: penny@mjollnir.org or phone: 021 736 695
Bethan: b.greener@massey.ac.nz
8 Compulsory Statements
This project has been evaluated by peer review and judged to be low risk. Conse-
quently, it has not been reviewed by one of the University’s Human Ethics Committees.
The researcher(s) named above are responsible for the ethical conduct of this research.
If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research that you wish to raise
with someone other than the researcher(s), please contact Prof Craig Johnson, Direc-




PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM - INDIVIDUAL
I have read, or have had read to me in my first language, and I understand the In-
formation Sheet attached.
I have had the details of the study explained to me, any questions I had have been
answered to my satisfaction, and I understand that I may ask further questions at any
time.
I have been given sufficient time to consider whether to participate in this study
and I understand participation is voluntary and that I may withdraw from the study at
any time.
1. I agree/do not agree to the interview being sound recorded.
2. I wish/do not wish to have my recordings returned to me.
3. I agree to participate in this study under the conditions set out in the Information
Sheet attached.
Declaration by Participant:







The interviews are intended to be semi-structured conversations, in which we mean-
der through the various parts of the subject together. This sheet is intended as a guide
to ensure all topics are covered, but not a formulaic or rigid structure.
I wish to remind you that at any time, you can decline to answer a particular ques-
tion, end a particular direction the discussion is going, or discontinue the conversation
altogether.
2 Questions
• First an easy question. Can you tell me what your thoughts are on what a New
Zealand identity means? What characteristics come to mind when you think
about what a ’New Zealander’ is?
• Now I’d like to narrow a bit and explore what you think is characteristic of the
Pākehā identity. What characteristics do you see there? Is it something different?
• Do you think there’s a general conflation of Pākehā and New Zealand when some
Pākehā think about identity? Do you think you have a different perspective?
Why? Can you think of an event that might have changed your view on this?
• How much are you aware of the impacts of colonialism to New Zealand? Do you
think that has impacted your understanding of your Pākehā identity? What does
being Pākehā mean to you? Are you proud of being Pākehā? Is it a comfortable
identity for you?
• What does the word ‘decolonisation’ mean to you in practice? What do you think
about the return of land? What about land that may be in private ownership?
What about power sharing?
• Can you tell me what emotions come to mind when you think about these topics
around identity, colonisation, decolonisation?
• Can you think of an event in your life or something that you experienced that has
influenced or changed the way you think about colonialism?
• Why do you think some people are so defensive about this topic? Can you tell me
what things have led to you being able to talk about this, even though it may be
uncomfortable?
• Is there anything else you want to talk about?
1
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